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I.  Executive  Summary 


On  May  1,  2003,  Governor  Judy  Martz  signed  House  Bill  736  into  law.  (See  Appendix  A  for 
the  full  text.)  The  bill  established  a  Montana  K-12  Public  School  Renewal  Commission  to 
study  the  structure  and  funding  of  Montana  public  schools.  HB  736  was  introduced  by  Rep. 
Ray  Brown  (R),  Rep.  Dave  Wanzenreid  (D),  Sen.  Jon  Tester  (D),  and  Sen.  Fred  Thomas  (R). 
(See  Item  A  in  the  Appendix  for  the  full  text  of  the  legislation.)  The  bill  designated  seven  state 
officials  and  legislators  as  core  members.  Those  core  members  identified  key  stakeholder 
groups  to  appoint  representatives  to  serve  on  the  Commission.  Nominations  were  received 
from  16  groups,  and  22  additional  members  were  chosen. 


The  Commission  began  its  work  in  July  of  2003.  On  September  8,  2004,  after  many 
meetings  and  much  deliberation,  the  Commission  arrived  at  consensus  on  the  following 
recommendations  for  changes  in  Montana  K-12  education. 


Building  a  quality  education  on  the  foundation  of  the  Montana  Accreditation 
Standards 

Providing  greater  flexibility  in  the  school  calendar  to  expand  learning  opportunities 

and  professional  development 

Studying  the  regionalization  of  education  services 

Eliminating  barriers  to  voluntary  consolidation  of  school  districts,  both  statutory  and 
financial 

Supporting  a  statewide  school  district  employee  insurance  pool  with  state  incen¬ 
tives  for  participation 

Supporting  restoring  the  position  of  Gifted  and  Talented  Specialist  and  funding 
professional  development  and  other  outreach  services 

Supporting  the  phase-in  of  increased  state  support  for  Special  Education  services 
Providing  adequate  funding  to  cover  the  costs  of  operating  and  maintaining  quality 
public  elementary  and  secondary  schools 

Modernizing  revenue  and  taxation  to  promote  equalization  for  taxpayers  and 
schools  to  balance  the  benefits  and  burden 

Supporting  state  funding  to  expand  kindergarten  services  [supported  by  majority 
consensus  with  dissenting  Commissioners] 

Supporting  state  funding  for  Indian  Education  for  All  curriculum,  policies,  and  rules 
Supporting  state  facilitated  public/private  partnerships  for  local  summer  programs 
and  extended  school  programs  [supported  by  majority  consensus  with  a  dissenting 
Commissioner] 

Recognizing  the  importance  of  an  adequate  infrastructure  [physical  plant  and 
equipment]  as  a  key  component  of  a  quality  education 
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The  Commission  reported  their  recommendations  to  the  Legislative  Interim  Committee  on 
Education  and  Local  Government.  (The  full  report  is  found  in  Section  II  of  this  report.)  The 
Legislative  Committee  endorsed  the  recommendations  of  the  Renewal  Commission  and 
urged  individual  lawmakers  to  carry  the  ideas  to  the  2005  Legislature. 

The  members  of  the  Commission  used  a  focused  decision-making  process  to  arrive  at  their 
recommendations.  All  members  had  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  in  a  frank  and  respectful 
manner  and  all  information  was  shared  equally.  Decisions  were  reached  after  full  and  open 
participation,  all  views  were  weighed  without  prejudice,  and  all  relevant  information  was 
shared  among  commissioners  before  a  decision  was  reached. 

The  28  Commission  members  represented  a  broad  range  of  education  stakeholders, 
including  legislators,  parents,  state  and  county  officials,  educators,  and  the  private  sector. 
They  met  17  times  over  a  period  of  15  months.  The  seven  members  who  were  designated  as 
the  Core  Group  by  HB736  held  two  organizational  meetings  in  July  and  August  of  2003,  and 
selected  an  additional  21  members  from  nominations  made  by  key  stakeholder  groups. 

In  addition  to  the  regular  meetings  of  the  Commission,  members  committed  additional  time  to 
more  fully  address  challenging  issues.  Three  working  groups  were  appointed  to  focus  on 
Taxation  and  Revenue,  Regional  Services,  and  Barriers  to  Consolidation.  Small  groups 
researched  funding  formulas,  extended  school  opportunities,  cultural  education,  full-day 
kindergarten,  educator  recruitment  and  retention,  and  quality  infrastructure.  Representatives 
of  the  Commission  met  twice  with  the  Legislative  Interim  Tax  Reform  Study  Committee. 

An  outpouring  of  resources  and  support  was  received  from  the  public,  organizations,  and 
agencies  that  made  presentations  and  provided  studies,  reports,  maps,  publications,  and 
other  materials  for  the  Commission. 

The  Montana  K-12  Public  School  Renewal  Commission  worked  together  to  comprehensively 
examine  Montana’s  K-12  education  system.  The  Commission’s  goal  was  to  offer  viable 
recommendations  that  would  help  the  children  of  Montana  receive  an  effective,  understand¬ 
able,  adequately  funded,  sustainable,  and  efficient  education. 
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II.  Findings  and  Recommendations  of  the  Commission 


The  School  Renewal  Commission  began  their  work  in  the  summer  of  2003  using  a  facilitation 
process  provided  by  the  Montana  Consensus  Council.  In  March  of  2004,  after  a  review  of  the 
increasing  workload  and  decreasing  budget,  the  process  was  modified.  With  greater  reliance 
on  the  leadership  role  of  the  chair  and  vice  chair,  and  increased  staff  support  from  the 
Governor’s  Office  and  the  Board  of  Public  Education,  a  practical  consensus  process  evolved. 
Decision  makingwas  focused  using  an  open  participatory  process,  encouraging  full 
expression  of  ideas  and  opinions  before  a  decision  was  made.  The  chair  was  instrumental  in 
assuring  that  all  members  had  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  in  a  frank  and  respectful  manner, 
and  that  all  relevant  information  was  shared  equally. 

Based  on  the  individual  merit  of  the  issues,  items  were  moved  by  consensus  agreement  to  a 
listwhich  would  be  considered  at  a  later  date.  The  members  then  reviewed  the  items  on  that 
list,  known  as  the  parking  lot,  for  possible  recommendation  by  the  Commission.  Votes  were 
taken  with  a  visibly  demonstrated  “thumbs  up”  to  affirm,  “thumbs  down”  to  disagree,  or 
“thumbs  sideways”  to  indicate  disagreement  but  not  to  the  extent  of  veto.  If  an  item  received 
all  thumbs  up  or  had  some  thumbs  sideways,  it  was  considered  as  a  recommendation 
approved  by  consensus.  If  a  vote  included  thumbs  down,  but  had  majority  support,  the 
recommendation  was  considered  approved  by  majority  consensus. 

The  recommendations  of  the  Commission  were  compiled  into  the  report  that  appears  on  the 
next  five  pages.  That  report  is  also  available  on  the  Board  of  Public  Education  Website  at 
http://www.bpe.state.mt.us/.  The  report  of  the  Commission’s  Findings  and  Recommendations 
was  presented  to  the  Legislative  Interim  Education  and  Local  Government  Committee  on 
September  15,  2004,  by  the  Commission  Chair,  Lieutenant  Governor  Karl  Ohs,  and  the  Vice 
Chair,  Dr.  Kirk  Miller.  The  Legislative  Committee  endorsed  the  recommendations  and  urged 
individual  lawmakers  to  carry  the  ideas  to  the  2005  Legislature. 
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Montana  K-12  Public  School  Renewal  Commission 
Findings  and  Recommendations, 

September  15,  2004 

The  Montana  K-12  Public  School  Renewal  Commission  will  research 
and  provide  recommendations  regarding  the  provision  of  a  basic 
system  of  free,  quality  elementary  and  secondary  schools. 

HB  House  Bill  736,  passed  by  the  Fifty-third  Montana  Legislative  Assembly,  established  a 
Montana  K-12  Public  School  Renewal  Commission  to  propose  changes  and  new  provisions 
regarding  the  several  components  of  K-12  public  education  in  Montana,  including  the  revenue 
available  for  public  education,  the  structure  of  school  district  governance,  the  methods  of 
funding  public  education,  and  the  roles  of  state  and  federal  governments  in  public  education. 

The  twenty-eight  members  of  the  Commission  held  fifteen  meetings  between  July  2003  and 
September  2004,  and  are  submitting  this  report  of  commission  findigs  and  recommendations 
to  the  Education  and  Local  Government  Interim  Committee  on  September  15,  2004.  A  full 
report  will  be  published  by  December  2004. 


1. 


Concept: 

Statement: 

Vote: 

Date  of  Vote: 


Accreditation  Standards 

The  Commission  agrees  that  the  Montana  Accreditation  Standards  are  the 
foundation  upon  which  a  Montana  quality  education  should  be  built. 
Consensus 
October  13,  2003 


MooecoccttMeM 


2a. 


Concept: 

Statement: 


Vote: 

Date  of  V  ote: 


Flexibility 

The  Commission  recommends  greater  flexibility  in  the  school  calendar  and 
time  (days/hours)  requirements.  The  Commission  also  supports  encouraging 
local  school  districts  to  provide  expanded  learning  opportunities  addressing 
the  unique  learning  needs  of  all  students  by  flexing  time  and  resources. 
Consensus 
August  16,  2004 


2b. 


Concept: 

Statement: 


Vote: 

Date  of  Vote: 


Pupil  Instruction  Related  Days 

The  Commission  recommends  greater  flexibility  in  the  school  calendar  and 
time  (hours/days)  requirements,  without  reducing  the  minimum  aggregate 
hours  of  pupil  instruction  required  by  law,  to  allow  local  school  districts  to 
provide  expanded  professional  development  opportunities. 

Consensus 
August  16,  2004 


■V/.'.V.VU’AVVA'AW 
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3. 

Concept:  Regionalization  of  School  Services 

Statement:  The  Commission  strongly  recommends  an  intensive  study  of  regional 


Education  Service  Agencies  (ESA)  as  a  key  component  in  restructuring  and 
renewing  public  education  in  Montana.  Through  hours  of  deliberate 
discussion,  research,  and  analysis  of  ES As  in  other  states,  working  group 
members  determined  that  intensive  study  of  this  issue  is  warranted,  as  the 
potential  benefits  of  an  effective  ESA  system  include: 

•  enhanced  opportunities  for  students  and  educators; 

•  more  streamlined  and  effective  partnerships  between  state  and  local 
education  governance; 

•  significant  cost  savings; 

•  greater  accountability,  communication,  and  coordination  between 
local  school  districts. 

Vote:  Consensus 

Date  of  Vote:  August  16,  2004 


4a. 

Concept: 

Statement: 


Vote: 

Date  of  Vote: 


Remove  Statutory  Barriers  to  Consolidation 

The  Commission  recommends  tht  statutes  be  clarified  to  eliminate  barriers 
to  voluntary  consolidation  of  school  districts.  Eight  specific 
recommendations  were  identified.  The  Commission  recommends  no  change 
in  state  statute  in  five  specific  areas. 

Consensus 
August  16,  2004 


4b. 

Concept:  Remove  Financial  Barriers  to  Consolidation 

Statement:  The  Commission  recommends  that  tax  inequities  between  school  districts  be 

addressed  and  that  any  new  funding  formula  avoid  building  in  disincentives 
to  consolidation.  The  Commission  believes  that  some  structural  features  of 
the  current  funding  system  and  the  current  taxation  system  create 
disincentives  to  consolidation  when  such  consolidation  might  otherwise 
make  sense.  These  structural  features  include: 

•  the  fact  that  the  basic  entitlement  is  the  same  for  districts  of  every  size; 

•  the  fact  that  the  taxable  valuations  available  to  support  schools  vary 
widely  from  district  to  district 

Vote:  Consensus 

Date  of  Vote:  August  16,  2004 

5. 

Concept:  Educator  Recruitment  and  Retention 

Statement:  The  Commission  supports  statewide  school  district  employee  insurance 

pooling  with  state  incentives  for  participation. 

Vote:  Consensus 

Date  of  Vote:  July  19,  2004 
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6. 


Concept: 

Statement: 


Vote: 

Date  of  Vote: 


Gifted  and  Talented 

The  Commission  supports  legislation  which  would  restore  the  position  of 
Gifted  and  Talented  Specialist  in  the  Office  of  Public  Instruction  with  an 
appropriate  budget  for  an  advisory  council,  professional  development, 
liaison  activities  with  post-secondary  teacher  preparation  programs,  and 
other  outreach  services. 

Consensus 
July  19, 2004 


7. 


Concept: 

Statement: 


Vote: 

Date  of  Vote: 


Special  Education 

The  Commission  supports  legislation  which  would  begin  to  “phase  in” 
increased  state  support  for  Special  Education  for  such  programs  as  services 
for  “high  cost”  students  with  disabilities,  preschool  services,  extended 
school  year  services,  and  professional  development  activities.  Increased 
state  support  for  special  education  should  be  provided  in  a  balanced  manner 
with  the  goal  of  offsetting  local  expenditures  for  special  education. 
Consensus 


July  19,  2004 


8. 

Concept:  Finance 

Statement:  The  Commission  recommends  that  all  districts  must  receive  adequate 

funding  to  cover  the  costs  of  operating  and  maintaining  quality  public 
elementary  and  secondary  schools.  This  includes  funding  adequate  to  assure 
the  following: 

•  An  education  that  meets  all  standards  and  laws  that  govern  the  operation 
of  public  schools.  This  includes  but  is  not  limited  to  the  Board  of  Public 
Education's  accreditation  standards,  which  constitute  the  foundation  upon 
which  a  quality  education  is  to  be  built. 

•  That  all  districts  are  able  to  attract  and  retain  quality  educators. 

•  Educational  services  that  directly  address  the  unique  needs  of  all  children, 
which  includes  at-risk,  special  needs,  cultural  differences,  limited  English 
proficient,  and  gifted  and  talented  students. 

Vote:  Consensus 

Date  of  Vote:  September  8,  2004 


9. 

Concept:  Revenue  and  Taxation  Modernization 

Statement:  The  Commission  recommends  the  following  revenue  and  taxation  revisions 

to  support  school  funding: 

a.  Implementation  of  a  statewide  equalization  plan  with  an  emphasis  on 
homeowner  equity  and  uniform  property  taxation. 

b.  Funding  the  base  budget  using  statewide  equalization. 

c.  Using  equalized  funding  to  fund  80-100%  (maximized)  budget. 

d.  Using  a  balanced  taxation  approach  that  includes  existing  statewide 
taxes  such  as  property  taxes,  income  taxes,  and  natural  resource  taxes 
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Vote: 

Date  of  Vote: 


10. 

Concept: 

Statement: 


Vote: 

Date  of  Vote: 


11. 

Concept: 

Statement: 


Vote: 

Date  of  Vote: 


and  also  considers  new  revenue  such  as  a  general  statewide  sales  tax  to 
be  used  as  a  mechanism  for  equalization, 
e.  Using  a  balanced  taxation  approach  that  includes  existing  statewide 
taxes  such  as  property  taxes,  income  taxes,  and  natural  resource  taxes 
and  also  considers  new  revenue  such  as  a  general  statewide  sales  tax  to 
be  used  as  a  mechanism  for  funding  quality  public  schools. 
Consensus 
August  16,  2004 


Full  Day  Kindergarten 

The  Commission  strongly  supports  the  benefits  of  expanding  kindergarten 
services  to  improve  student  learning  and  achievement  and  supports  the 
Montana  Legislature  providing  the  statutory  and  budgetary  flexibility  to 
school  districts  so  they  can  offer  additional  kindergarten  services  for  all 
students.  School  districts  should  receive  state  funding  proportionate  to  the 
level  of  service  they  provide  for  kindergarten  students  ranging  from  half 
time  to  full  time  programming. 

Majority  consensus  (dissenting  votes  recorded) 

August  16,  2004 


Cultural  Education 

The  Commission  supports  state-funded  Indian  Education  for  All 
curriculums  and  polices/rules  developed  through  partnerships  led  by  the 
Office  of  Public  Instruction,  Board  of  Public  Education,  and  legislature 
including  Indian  educators,  tribes,  and  others.  These  partnerships  will 
develop  and  implement: 

•  Policies/rules  that  support  and  insure  that  all  schools  provide  the 
necessary  guidance  to  the  school  instructional  staff  and  programs  to 
include  culturally  appropriate  instruction  for  students. 

•  Professional  development  for  all  school  personnel  to  insure  they  are 
adequately  prepared  to  provide  instruction  and  supportive  services 
for  all  students,  including  Indian  students. 

•  Curriculum  development  and  supportive  instructional  resources 
necessary  to  meet  state  accreditation  guidelines  as  well  as  local 
district  standards  to  integrate  culturally  appropriate 
American/Montana  Indian  Lessons  in  all  curricular  areas  in  grades 
K-12  for  all  students. 

•  Assessments  standards  that  incorporate  measurements  for  the 
achievement  of  all  students  and  are  tied  to  the  goals  of  Indian 
Education  for  All. 

These  partnerships  will  provide  educational  opportunities  to  eliminate  the 
wide  disparity  in  educational  achievement  that  exists  between  the  American 
Indian  students  in  Montana’s  Public  Schools  and  their  non-Indian  peers  as 
clearly  documented  by  educational  achievement  research  and  data. 
Consensus 
August  16,  2004 
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12. 


Concept: 

Statement: 


Vote: 

Date  of  Vote: 


Flexibility 

The  Commission  supports  state  facilitated  public/private  partnerships  for 
locally  based  summer  programs  and  extended  school  programs  for 
identified  students. 

Majority  consensus  (dissenting  vote  recorded) 

August  16,  2004 


13. 


Concept: 

Statement: 


Vote: 

Date  of  Vote: 


Quality  Infrastructure 

The  Commission  recognizes  that  adequate  infrastructure,  in  the  form  of 
physical  plant  and  equipment,  is  a  key  component  of  a  quality  educational 
system.  Overcrowded,  substandard  and  inappropriate  facilities  negatively 
impact  the  learning  environment.  Although  the  Renewal  Commission  did 
not  have  the  time  or  resources  to  explore  in  detail  the  infrastructure  needs  of 
Montana  schools,  the  Commission  recognizes: 

•  The  importance  of  quality  infrastructure; 

•  The  unequal  resources  available  to  individual  school  districts  to 
meet  their  infrastructure  needs. 

Consensus  • 

August  16,  2004 


««<iowc«.x< 


8 


III.  K-12  School  Renewal  Commission  Meeting  Summaries 


The  Commission  held  17  meetings  at  the  State  Capitol  Building  in  Helena,  between  July  2003 
and  September  2004.  Each  meeting  is  outlined  in  this  section,  but  the  full  minutes  of  the 
meetings  can  be  found  at  http://www.bpe.state.mt.us/. 


July  11,  2003,  Lieutenant  Governor  Karl  Ohs  presiding 

•  The  Core  Members  of  the  School  Renewal  Commission  met  at  the  Montana  State  Capitol 

•  Attending: 

-Governor  Judy  Martz 

-Kirk  Miller,  Chair  of  the  Board  of  Public  Education 

-Supt.  Linda  McCulloch,  Office  of  Public  Instruction 

-Rep.  PatWagman,  representing  Doug  Mood,  Speaker  of  the  House 

-Sen.  Bob  Keenan,  President  of  the  Senate 

-Rep.  Holly  Raser,  representing  the  minority  leader  of  the  House 

-Sen.  Don  Ryan,  representing  the  minority  leader  of  the  Senate 

•  Dr.  Kirk  Miller  presented  an  overview  of  the  work  of  the  Commission  and  the  position 
of  the  Board  of  Public  Education  on  public  school  funding  (See  Appendix  D  and  E.) 

•  Sixteen  stakeholder  groups  were  selected  to  identify  representatives  to  serve  on  the 
Commission.  The  Core  Members  discussed  the  importance  of  functioning  free  of 
politics,  and  recognized  the  value  of  differing  viewpoints. 

•  Resources/materials  used  at  this  meeting: 

“Position  Paper  on  Public  School  Funding  and  Structure,” 

Montana  Board  of  Public  Education,  November  22,  2002 


August  4,  2003,  Senator  Don  Ryan  presiding 

•  Lt.  Governor  Karl  Ohs  will  serve  as  Governor  Judy  Martz’s  representative  on  the 
Commission. 

•  The  Core  Members  finalized  appointments  to  the  Montana  K-12  Public  School 
Renewal  Commission  from  those  submitted  by  the  stakeholder  groups.  The 
legislation  directed  the  Core  Members  to  select  an  additional  10  to  25  members  to 
serve  on  the  commission.  Twenty-one  additional  members  were  selected, 
representing  the  sixteen  identified  stakeholders,  four  at-large  members,  and  the 
Department  of  Corrections  (designated  in  HB736). 

•  Kathy  Van  Hook  of  the  Montana  Consensus  Council  (MCC)  provided  the  group  with 
information  about  the  services  of  her  organization.  A  decision  was  made  to  hire  MCC 
to  facilitate  the  work  of  the  School  Renewal  Commission. 

•  The  Commission  budget  was  discussed.  The  legislature  appropriated  $10,000  for  the 
work  of  the  Commission,  and  members  addressed  the  need  to  obtain  additional 
resources  from  donors  or  through  grant  funding. 
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August  18,  2003,  Senator  Bob  Keenan  presiding 


•  At  this  first  meeting  of  the  full  Commission,  the  members  introduced  themselves. 

•  Ground  rules  and  a  work  plan  were  adopted.  (See  Appendix  G  and  H.)  The  members 
agreed  to  seek  consensus  on  issues  and  options.  When  unable  to  reach  consensus, 
the  Commission  will  provide  a  description  of  points  of  agreement  and  disagreement. 

September  8,  2003,  Dr.  Kirk  Miller  presiding 

•  One  consistent  alternate  for  each  Commissioner  was  named  to  be  present  and  be 
involved  in  the  consensus  process  in  the  absence  of  the  appointed  member. 
Alternates  for  each  Commission  member  were  approved. 

•  The  group  heard  presentations  on  the  structure  of  school  district  governance  and 
methods  of  funding  public  education  by  Steve  Meloy,  Lance  Melton,  Jules  Waber, 

Jeff  Weldon,  Madalyn  Quinlan,  and  Bob  Runkel. 

•  Key  questions  were  identified  that  would  provide  a  base  for  making  recommendations 
to  the  Interim  Committee  and  the  legislature. 

•  Resources/materials  for  this  meeting: 

Power  Point  presentation,  Montana  Office  of  Public  Instruction, 

August  2003 

“Article  VI  -  The  Executive,  and  Article  X  -  Education  and  Public 
Lands,”  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Montana,  1972  as 
amended 

“Chapter  20  -  Education,”  Montana  Codes  Annotated  (MCA), 

State  of  Montana,  2003 

“K  12  Special  Education  Finance,”  Montana  Office  of  Public 
Instruction,  September  2003 

“Position  Paper  on  Public  School  Funding  and  Structure,” 

Montana  Board  of  Public  Education,  November  22,  2002 
“Communication,  Education,  and  Independence  for  Life,” 

Montana  School  for  Deaf  &  Blind  Children,  Steve  Gettel, 

September  8,  2003 

“MASBO  Budget  Workshop  Booklet,”  Montana  Association  of 
School  Business  Officials,  September  5,  2003 

“Education  Governance  in  Montana,”  two-page  chart  of  officials 
and  boards,  September  8,  2003 

“Basics  of  School  Funding,”  Montana  Office  of  Public  Instruction, 
overhead  presentation 

Adequacy  and  Education  Finance,  National  Conference  of  State 
Legislatures  (NCSL),  National  Center  on  Education  Finance, 

September  2003 

September  29,  2003,  Representative  Holly  Raser  presiding 

•  The  Commission  reviewed  the  purpose  statements,  ground  rules,  and  work  plan. 

•  Presentations  were  given  on: 

-  revenue  available  for  public  education  -  Madalyn  Quinlan,  Jim  Standaert  and  Amy 
Carlson 

-  the  role  of  state  and  federal  government  in  public  education  -  Cathy  Warhank  and 
Norma  Bixby 

-  tribal  education  in  Montana  -  Norma  Bixby 
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•  Key  questions  were  offered  and  added  to  the  list  of  key  questions  from  the  prior 
meeting. 

•  Discussions  have  been  ongoing  to  determine  possible  sources  of  funding  for  the  work 
of  the  Commission. 

•  Resources/materials  for  this  meeting: 

“Barriers  to  Consolidation  and  Options  for  Efficiency,”  MTSBA 
and  MREA 

List  of  questions  and  concerns  about  school  funding  and 

governance,  School  Renewal  Commission,  Sept.  8,  2003 
meeting 

“Position  Paper  on  Public  School  Funding  and  Structure,”  MBPE, 

11/22/02 

“Montana  K-12  Public  School  Revenues,”  OPI,  9/28 

“Trends  in  funding  -  all  funds  -  School  Profile  Definition,”  OPI, 

9/28/2003 

“Historic  Funding  Increase  by  Source  Compared  to  CPI-U 
Inflation,”  OPI,  9/29/03 

K-12  Revenues  in  Montana,  1992-2002,  Leg.  Fiscal  Division,  Jim 
Standaert,  9/26/03 

Federal  Grant  Expenditures  for  FY  2003,  FY  2004,  OPI, 

9/23/2003 

Distribution  of  revenues  available  to  district,  memo  from 

Governor’s  Office  of  Budget  and  Program  Planning,  Amy 
Carlson,  Sept  29,  2003 

Federal  Legislative  History  of  Special  Education,  OPI,  9/29/03 

“Article  VI  -  The  Executive,  and  Article  X  -  Education  and  Public 
Lands,”  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Montana,  1972  as 
amended 

“Chapter  20  -  Education,”  Montana  Codes  Annotated  (MCA), 

State  of  Montana,  2003 

“Chapter  10  -  Education,”  Administrative  Rules  of  Montana 
(ARM),  State  of  Montana,  2003 

October  13,  2003,  Representative  Doug  Mood  presiding 

•  The  Commission  had  a  lengthy  exchange  of  ideas  related  to  defining  a  basic  system 
of  public  education  and  the  need  to  examine  adequacy,  quality,  funding,  revenue 
sources,  and  structure  of  governance  of  public  education.  After  much  discussion,  the 
Commission  affirmed  that  the  existing  state  school  accreditation  standards  are 
fundamental  to  a  quality  public  education  and  adopted  the  following  statement: 

The  Commission  agrees  that  the  Montana  Accreditation  Standards  are  the 

foundation  upon  which  a  Montana  quality  education  should  be  built. 

•  More  key  questions  were  identified  and  added  to  the  list  from  previous  meetings. 

•  A  list  of  the  Components  of  Quality  was  generated.  (See  Appendix  I.) 

•  Discussions  continued  on  the  pros  and  cons  of  small  discussion  groups  vs. 
discussions  as  a  committee  of  the  whole. 

•  Resources/  materials  for  this  meeting: 

Augenblick  and  Myers  Adequacy  Study  of  Montana  Public 
Education,  2002  (PDF  format) 
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“Explanation  of  Professional  Judgment  Model,”  National 
Conference  of  State  Legislatures  (NCSL),  2003 
Montana  School  Accreditation,  Standards  and  Procedures 
Manual,  Board  of  Public  Education  and  the  Office  of  Public 
Instruction,  June  2001 

“Explanation  of  Professional  Judgment  Model,”  National 
Conference  of  State  Legislatures  (NCSL),  2003 
Senate  Bill  No.  411,  introduced  by  Senator  Bill  Glaser  in  the  2003 
Legislature,  defining  “Quality  Public  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Schools,”  including  changes  from  the  MTSBA 

November  3,  2003,  Superintendent  Linda  McCulloch  presiding 

•  Commission  members  determined  that  a  single  chair  was  preferable  to  rotating  the 
chairmanship  among  the  Core  Group.  Lt.  Gov.  Karl  Ohs  was  chosen  as  chair  and,  in 
the  absence  of  the  chair,  Kirk  Miller  the  first  alternate  and  Linda  McCulloch  the 
second  alternate. 

•  Proposed  vision  and  mission  statements  were  reviewed  and  revised  to  be  distributed 
by  the  next  meeting. 

•  Discussions  centered  on  seeking  a  definition  of  a  quality  education.  Several 
documents  were  reviewed  as  part  of  the  discussion.  Many  concerns  were  raised  and 
key  questions  were  identified  to  add  to  the  previous  list  of  questions. 

•  Some  revisions  were  made  to  the  Commission  Work  Plan.  (See  Item  C,  Appendix.) 

•  Resources/materials  for  this  meeting 

“Overview  of  School  Transportation  Laws  of  Montana,”  OPI,  November  2003 
Senate  Bill  424 ,  introduced  by  Senator  Linda  Nelson  and  passed  by  the  58th 
Legislature,  2003 

“Selected  Bus  and  Pupil  Statistics  FY  1999  through  FY  2003,”  OPI,  November  2003 
“An  Update  of  the  Montana  Statewide  Education  Profile  -  School  Facilities,”  OPI, 
November  2003 

School  Facilities,  Profiles  of  School  Condition  by  State,  United  States  General 
Accounting  Office,  June  1996 

K-12  Education,  2003  Legislative  Session  Summary  of  Legislation  Related  to  K-1 2 
Education,  printed  by  the  Office  of  Public  Instruction,  with  contributions  from  the 
Montana  Association  of  Business  Officials,  Montana  Rural  Education 
Association,  Montana  School  Boards  Association,  School  Administrators  of 
Montana,  and  MEA-MFT,  June  2003. 

“2002  Annual  Report,  Montana  School  Nutrition  Programs,”  Office  of  Public 
Instruction,  March  2003 

Calculation  of  the  Cost  of  a  Suitable  Education  in  Montana  in  2001-2002  using  the 
Professional  Judgement  Approach,  report  prepared  by  John  Myers  and  Justin 
Silverstein  of  Augenblick  &  Myers,  Inc.,  for  the  MSBA,  MQEC,  MREA,  MASBO, 
and  MACSS,  August  2002,. 

“Basic  Quality  Education,  an  Interim  Report  Summary,”  Board  of  Public  Education, 
State  of  Montana,  1975 

“Components  of  Quality  Matrix,”  compiled  by  K-12  School  Renewal  Commission  2003 
“Basic  Quality  Education  Report  1975  vs.  Current  System,”  compiled  by  K-12  School 
Renewal  Commission,  2003 

“Schooling  Practices  that  Matter  Most,”  Northwest  Regional  Educational  Laboratory 
November  24,  2004,  Lieutenant  Governor  Karls  Ohs,  Chair 

•  Vision  and  mission  statements  were  reviewed. 
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•  Options  for  making  systems  for  public  education  more  efficient  and  effective  were  dis¬ 
cussed,  which  centered  on  incentives  for  making  the  systems  more  efficient  and 
effective,  revenue  streams,  and  regional  delivery  systems. 

•  Quality  Education  discussion  continued. 

•  Resources/materials  for  this  meeting 

“Explanation  of  Professional  Judgment  Model,”  National 
Conference  of  State  Legislatures  (NCSL),  2003 

“Fiscal  2002  Enrollment,  Total  Spending  and  Total  Revenue  Per 
Student,  All  Districts,”  Montana  Office  of  Public  Instruction, 

2003 

“Barriers  to  Consolidation  and  Options  for  Efficiency,”  MTSBA, 

2003 

“School  Reorganization  in  Montana  -  A  time  for  decision?,”  report 
prepared  for  the  Montana  School  Boards  Association,  former 
Governor  Ted  Schwinden,  director,  1993 

Title  20  -  Education,”  Montana  Codes  Annotated  (MCA),  State  of 
Montana,  2003 

“Quality  of  Education  Decision  Matrix,”  compiled  by  K-12  School 
Renewal  Commission,  2003 

Public  School  Financing  Advisory  Council  Report,  Governor’s 
Advisory  Council  for  School  Funding,  Montana  Governor's 
(Schwinden)  Office,  1988 

Alaska  Standards  for  Culturally  Responsive  Schools,  Assembly  of 
Alaska  Native  Educators,  February  3,  1998 

Governor’s  K-12  Public  School  Funding  Study  Advisory  Council, 

Report  and  Recommendations,  Montana  Governor’s  (Martz) 

Office,  December  31,  2001  -  Subcommittee  on  Consolidation 
Report,  Fall  of  2001 


January  12,  2004.  Lieutenant  Governor  Karl  Ohs.  Chair 

•  The  Definition  of  Quality  Education  was  again  discussed.  Materials  were  reviewed 
and  presentations  made  concerning  efficient  and  effective  structures.  Presenters 
included  Brian  Talbott,  Executive  Director,  Association  of  Educational  Service 
Agencies  (AESA);  Dave  Puyear  MREA,  Lance  Melton  MSBA;  Sen.  Don  Ryan,  Kris 
Goss 

•  Working  groups  were  established  to  focus  of  specific  issues: 

-  barriers  to  consolidation 

-  regional  delivery  systems 

•  Vision  and  mission  statements  were  again  discussed  and  by  consensus  the 
Commission  rejected  a  mission  statement  and  adopted  the  following  vision 
statement. 

The  Montana  K-12  Public  School  Renewal  Commission  will  research 
and  provide  recommendations  regarding  the  provision  of  a  basic  system 
of  free,  quality  elementary  and  secondary’  schools. 

•  Resources/materials  for  this  meeting 

“Barriers  to  Consolidation  and  Options  for  Efficiency,”  MTSBA, 

2003 
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“Basic  Quality  Education  Report  1975  vs.  Current  System,” 
compiled  by  K-12  School  Renewal  Commission,  2003 
Quality  Education  Matrix 

February  23.  2004,  Lt.  Governor  Karl  Ohs  and  Kirk  Miller  presiding 

•  Reports  were  received  from  the  working  groups:  Regionalization  and  Barriers  to 
Consolidation. 

•  Discussions  continued  on  efficient  and  effective  structures.  An  update  was  received 
on  the  work  of  the  Legislative  Tax  Policy  Interim  Committee  from  Larry  Finch, 
Administrator  of  Tax  Policy  and  Research.  Matt  Bugni  of  OBPP  presented  information 
on  BASE  district  mills,  and  Jim  Standaert,  LFD,  discussed  other  state  processes. 

•  A  third  working  group  was  authorized  to  focus  on  funding  issues:  the  Maps  Working 
Group  (later  the  title  was  changed  to  Taxation  and  Revenue  Working  Group) 

•  A  discussion  of  the  Definition  of  Quality  Education  was  guided  by  a  matrix  of  quality 
education  that  was  derived  from  an  amalgamation  of  research  compiled  by  Rep. 
Verdell  Jackson  and  developed  by  Kris  Goss.  (See  Appendices  I  and  J.) 

•  Resources/materials  for  this  meeting: 

“Quality  Education  Matrix:  Concept  of  Quality,”  compiled  by  the 
K-12  School  Renewal  Commission,  derived  from: 

The  Cardinal  Principles  of  Secondary  Education,  1918 
Basic  Quality  Education,  Montana  Board  of  Public  Education, 

1975 

Senate  Bill  411,  2003  Legislative  Session 
Montana  School  Accreditation,  Standards  and  Procedures 
Manual,  Board  of  Public  Education  and  the  Office  of  Public 
Instruction,  June  2001 

Montana  Maps:  Natural  Resource  Information  System,  Montana 
State  Library 

-BASE  mills  for  Elementary  and  High  School  Combined, 

FY2004,  NRIS  #04GOV0002-1 ,  2/19/2004 
Extended  day  and  preschool  opportunities 
Gifted  and  talented 

March  15,  2004,  Lt.  Gov.  Karl  Ohs  presiding 

•  The  Commission  made  changes  in  facilitation  of  the  group  to  ensure  that  resources 
were  being  effectively  utilized. 

•  A  “parting  lot”  concept  was  to  be  utilized  as  an  intermediate  place  for  ideas  that  merit 
consideration  for  recommendation  but  need  time  for  full  discussion  before  having  to 
arrive  at  a  final  decision. 

•  The  Gifted  and  Talented  issue  was  placed  in  the  parking  lot 

•  The  three  working  groups  reported  on  their  progress. 

•  Funding  formula  ideas  were  considered. 

•  The  revenue  picture  for  K-12  funding  was  reviewed. 

•  Work  continued  on  Quality  Education  issues: 

-  gifted  and  talented 

-  school  nutrition 

-  special  education 

•  Resources/materials  for  this  meeting: 

“Bright  Child  vs.  Gifted  Learner” 
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“Gifted  and  Talented  Program  forms,”  Corvallis  Public  Schools, 

2003-04 

Corvallis  Gifted  and  Talented  Program,  Differentiated  Education 
Plan 

Corvallis  Gifted  and  Talented  Program,  Identification  Form” 

Corvallis  Teacher  Rating  Scale 

Montana  Maps:  Natural  Resource  Information  System,  Montana 
State  Library, 

-BASE  Mills  for  Elementary  and  High  School  Combined, 

FY2004,  NRIS  #04GOV0003a-1 ,  3/5/2004 
-BASE  Mills  for  Elementary  FY2004,  NRIS  #04GOV0003a-2, 

3/5/2004 

-BASE  Mills  for  High  School  Combined,  FY2004,  NRIS 
#04GOV0003a-3,  3/5/2004 

-Change  in  Estimated  Mills,  Statewide  Equalization  of  District 
Base  Budgets  (66.2  Mills)  FY2004  EL  and  HS  Districts 
combined,  NRIS  #04GOV0003a-4,  3/5/2004 
-Change  in  Estimated  Mills,  Statewide  Equalization  of  District 
Base  Budgets  (38.9  EL  Mills)  FY2004,  NRIS 
#04GOV0003a-5,  3/5/2004 

-Change  in  Estimated  Mills,  Statewide  Equalization  of  District 
Base  Budgets  (27.6  HS  Mills)  FY2004,  NRIS 
#04GOV0003a-6,  3/5/2004 

“Montana  K-12  District  Sources  of  Revenue,  Fiscal  Year  2003,” 

Jim  Standaert,  Legislative  Fiscal  Division,  State  of  Montana, 

March  15,  2004 

April  26.  2004,  Lt.  Governor  Karl  Ohs  presiding 

•  Risk  pool  funds  to  support  special  education,  placed  in  parking  lot 

•  Heard  reports  from  3  working  groups 

-  Barriers  to  Consolidation  Working  Group  brought  draft  of  recommendations  for 

Commission  consideration 

-  Regionalization  working  group  brought  information  on  OPI  survey,  not  ready  to 

bring  recommendations. 

-  MAPS  working  group  has  no  recommendations  to  make  at  this  time 

•  Continued  work  on  Quality  Education: 

-  Special  Education 

-  General  Instruction 

-  Funding  Formula  Reforms 

•  Resources/materials  for  this  meeting: 

“Special  Education  Key  Issues  for  Montana  Public  School 
Renewal  Commission,”  Office  of  Public  Instruction,  April  26, 

2004 

“Brief  overview  of  Quality  Education/Quality  Schools  efforts  over 
the  years  in  Montana”  -  includes  a  table,  Verdell  Jackson, 

April  2003 

The  Educational  Pipeline:  Big  Investment,  Big  Returns;  Policy 
Alert,  The  National  Center  for  Public  Policy  and  Higher 
Education,  April  2004 

Breaking  Ranks  II,  Strategies  for  Leading  High  School  Reforms  - 
Summary,  National  Association  for  Secondary  School 
Principals,  2004 
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Eight  Conditions  that  Affect  Aspirations,  The  Global  Institute  for 
Student  Aspirations,  Endicott  College,  Beverly,  MA 
Key  aspects  of  Judge  Sherlock’s  Decision  Pertaining  to  the 
Requirements  of  a  Constitutional  Funding  System,  2004 

May  17,  2004,  Kirk  Miller  and  Lt.  Governor  Karl  Ohs  presiding 

•  Several  items  placed  in  parking  lot:  Educator  loan  repayment,  insurance  pooling, 
transportation  funding,  facilities  (complicated),  Barriers  to  Consolidation 
recommendations,  gifted  and  talented 

•  Continued  work  on  Quality  Education: 

-  Gifted  and  talented 

-  Professional  development 

-  insurance  pooling 

-  educator  loan  repayment 

-  salaries 

-  quality  infrastructure 

•  Reports  were  received  from  the  three  working  groups: 

-  School  Taxation  and  Revenue  Working  Group  (the  name  was  changed  from 

Maps)  presented  draft  recommendations  from  their  group. 

-  Regionalization  Working  Group  felt  issues  too  complex  to  resolve  before 

September  deadline. 

-  Barriers  to  Consolidation  Working  Group  brought  subcommittee  recommendations 

•  Report  from  Core  Group  meetings  with  attorneys  in  School  Funding  Litigation 

•  Resources/materials  for  this  meeting: 

“An  Example  of  Power  Equalization,  Four  Districts,”  Legislative 
Fiscal  Division,  Jim  Standaert,  2004 
“Salary  survey,”  Augenblick  &  Myers  study,  2003 

June  28,  2004,  Lt.  Governor  Karl  Ohs  presiding 

•  Working  groups  made  presentations: 

-  School  Taxation  and  Revenue  Working  Group  brought  recommendations  as 
modified  at  the  last  Commission  meeting 

-  Regionalization  Working  Group  indicated  they  will  not  be  able  to  have  esolution  of 
recommended  regional  boundaries  by  September  but  would  look  at  proposed 
concepts  for  consideration.  A  recommendation  was  made  to  continue  the  work  of 
this  group  beyond  the  scope  of  the  Renewal  Commission. 

-  Barriers  to  Consolidation  Working  Group  provided  a  correction  to  their  previous 
recommendations. 

•  The  recommendations  from  the  three  Working  Groups  were  placed  in  the  parking  lot. 

•  Funding  formula  changes  were  discussed. 

•  The  Commission  budget/  expenditures  were  reported  as  about  $35,000  spent  to  date 

•  Discussion  continued  on  the  items  in  the  Quality  Education  Matrix.  Currently  eleven 
items  are  in  the  parking  lot. 

-  Full-day  Kindergarten 

-  Summer  Opportunities 

-  Cultural  Education 

-  Extended  School  Opportunities 

-  Gifted  and  Talented 

-  At-risk  Students 

-  Special  Education 
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-  Educator  Recruitment  and  Retention 

-  Quality  infrastructure 

-  Remove  Barriers  to  Efficiency 

-  Revenue  and  Taxation  Modernization 

•  Cost  estimates  for  various  items  in  the  parking  lot  were  discussed. 

•  Resources/materials  for  this  meeting: 

“Early  Childhood  Development:  Economic  Development  with  a 
High  Public  Return,”  Art  Rolnick  and  Rob  Grunewald,  Federal 
Reserve  Bank  of  Minneapolis. 

“K  12  Public  School  Funding  Study,  Structure  of  School  Funds,” 
Report  of  a  working  group  of  the  Governor’s  Advisory  Council 
on  School  Funding,  November  1, 2001 


July  19,  2004,  Lt.  Governor  Karl  Ohs  presiding 

•  A  subgroup  working  on  funding  formulas  spoke  to  the  funding  formula  and  need  to  be 
based  on  relevant  factors.  There  was  discussion  that  a  proposal  to  change  the 
formula  would  be  complicated  and  require  consideration  of  many  other  factors.  The 
issue  was  placed  in  the  parking  lot. 

•  Information  was  presented  from  a  student  survey  conducted  by  Erik  Engellant. 

•  There  was  discussion  about  moving  several  items  from  the  parking  lot  to  draft 
recommendation  for  action  at  the  next  meeting.  The  ground  rules  for  doing  that  were 
reviewed. 

•  Recommendation  statements  were  reviewed  and  revised.  Those  receiving 
unanimous  consensus  votes  (all  thumbs  up)  were: 

-  Gifted  and  Talented 

-  Special  Education 

-  Quality  instruction,  recruitment  and  retention  -  health  insurance  pool 

•  Concerns  were  raised  about  the  language  and  content  of  some  of  the  other 
recommendations,  and  those  will  be  carried  over  for  consideration  at  the  next 
meeting.  Items  to  be  discussed  at  the  next  meeting  for  possible  recommendation  in 
the  final  report  were: 

-  Summer  opportunities 

-  Cultural  Education 

-  Extended  school  opportunities 

-  At-risk  Students 

-  Quality  Infrastructure 

-  Full-day  Kindergarten 

-  Remove  Barriers  to  Consolidation 

-  Regionalization  of  School  Services 

-  Revenue  and  Taxation  Modernization 

-  Modern  Funding  System 

•  Resources/materials  for  this  meeting: 

“K-12  SHIP  Working  Group  ‘Agreement  Statements’,  a  Report  to 
the  Montana  Renewal  Commission,”  July  18,  2004,  a  report 
on  a  statewide  K-12  health  insurance  program 
“School  Bond  File,  Montana  K-12  Bond  Information,”  Kris  Goss, 

July  18,  2004 

“Special  Education  Cost  Estimates,”  Bob  Runkel,  OPI,  July  18, 

2004 
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August  16,  2004,  Lt.  Governor  Karl  Ohs  presiding 


•  Several  items  were  considered  for  final  recommendations  of  the  Commission.  The 
members  were  reinded  of  the  ground  rules  established  for  voting  on 
recommendations: 

Thumbs  up:  I  agree  and  will  support  this  recommendation. 

Thumbs  sideways:  I’m  neutral  or  may  not  prefer  this  recommendation  or  action 
but  I  will  support  it. 

Thumbs  down:  I  cannot  support  this  recommendation  or  action. 

•  With  some  amendments  and  revisions,  the  following  received  unanimous  consensus 
(all  thumbs  up): 

-  Summer  opportunities  and  extended  school  opportunities  -  greater  flexibility  in 
school  calendar 

-  Pupil-lnstruction-Related  days  -  professional  development 

-  Remove  barriers  to  consolidation  -  statutory  and  financial 

-  Regionalization  of  school  services 

•  Majority  consensus  was  obtained  on  the  following  (some  thumbs  sideways): 

-  Cultural  education  Neutral  votes- Commissioner  Bob  Keenan  stated  that  he 
supported  this  statement  but  was  concerned  that  he  hadn’t  had  adequate  time  to 
look  over  the  statement.  Commissioner  Doug  Mood  was  uncomfortable  with  the 
linking  of  the  two  subjects;  need  to  address  cultural  education  separate  from 
dropout  rate  as  the  dropout  issue  is  not  exclusive  to  the  Indian  population. 

-  Quality  infrastructure  Neutral  votes-C ommissioner  Keenan  stated  that  he  didn’t 
recall  receiving  this  information  prior  to  the  meeting,  therefore,  needed  more  time. 
Commissioner  Pat  Wagman  felt  this  issue  would  likely  be  the  next  lawsuit  and  he 
needed  more  time  to  digest  the  statement. 

-  Revenue  and  taxation  modernization  Neutral  i/otes-Commissioner  Pat  Wagman 
stated  that  he  doesn’t  have  a  good  enough  understanding  of  the  issues. 
Commissioner  Doug  Mood  supports  the  proposal  but  a  number  of  tax  proposals  on 
the  surface  are  excellent  and  the  die  in  the  legislature  due  to  fierce  opponents. 
Commissioner  Mary  Whittinghill  fears  that  they  will  end  up  being  a  total  package 
and  might  get  lost  as  separate  items  when  they  are  proposed  as  a  whole  package. 
Commissioner  Keith  Allen  personally  supports  this  but  the  organization  he 
represents  (AFL/CIO)  opposes  a  sales  tax. 

•  Majority  consensus  was  obtained  on  the  following  (some  thumbs  sideways)  with 
dissenting  votes  (some  thumbs  down): 

-  Full-day  kindergarten.  Neutral  votes- Commissioner  Steve  Gibson  feels  this 
statement  is  “building  in”  discrimination.  Commissioner  Gibson  also  felt  strongly  that 
full  day  kindergarten  should  be  voluntary  for  both  schools  and  students.  Dissenting 
votes-Commissioner  Doug  Mood  felt  it  was  not  desirable  to  prioritize  how  to  spend 
money,  feels  it  is  more  important  to  spend  resources  on  teachers’  salaries. 
Commissioner  Mary  Whittinghill  would  support  a  statement  that  strongly  encourages 
the  legislature  to  look  at  the  benefits  of  expansion  of  our  current  kindergarten  in 
terms  of  state  funding,  studies.  She  believes  this  issue  warrants  further  research  to 
fully  understand  the  implications  of  expansion  of  the  program.  Commissioner  Pat 
Wagman  reiterates  what  was  previously  stated.  Commissioner  Bob  Keenan 
believes  MCA  20-7-117  speaks  adequately  to  the  issue.  (Mood,  Whittinghill, 
Wagman,  Keenan  cannot  support) 

-  Summer  and  extended  school  opportunities  for  identified  students.  Dissenting 
l/otes-Commissioner  Eric  Feaver  indicated  his  non-approval  of  the  statement  with 
the  word  “private”  included. 

-  (Feaver  cannot  support) 

•  A  subgroup  will  continue  to  work  on  language  for  a  funding  formula  recommendation. 
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September  8,  2004.  Lt.  Governor  Karl  Ohs  presiding 


•  At  this  final  meeting  of  the  K-12  School  Renewal  Commission,  a  modern  funding 
system  recommendation  was  presented  by  the  subgroup  researching  the  topic.  After 
a  full  discussion,  with  some  revisions,  the  recommendation  received  unanimous 
consensus. 

•  Previously  accepted  recommendations  were  reviewed  for  consistency  and  accuracy. 

•  Members  were  reminded  of  two  consensus  approvals  made  earlier  in  the  committee 
process: 

-  the  accreditation  standards  as  the  foundation  for  a  quality  education  (October  13, 
2003) 

-  the  vision  statement  (January  12,  2004) 

•  The  final  slate  of  recommendations  was  adopted. 

•  The  charge  to  the  Renewal  Commission  was  reviewed,  and  the  final  budget  report 
indicated  that  funding  for  the  Commission  totaled  approximately  $45,000, 

•  A  final  report  of  the  Renewal  Commission  will  be  funded  via  the  Board  of  Public 
Education.  Dori  Nielson  will  prepare  the  report. 

•  The  Commission  members  were  commended  for  their  diligence  and  hard  work. 

•  Resources/materials  for  this  meeting: 

“School  Based  Funding  Model,”  Wyoming  School  Boards 
Association 
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IV.  K-12  School  Renewal  Commission  Working  Groups 

1.  Regionalization  Working  Group 


Chair:  Kirk  Miller 

Participants:  Holly  Raser,  Cathy  Day,  Ron  Laferriere,  Jules  Waber,  Erik  Burke,  Bud 
Williams,  Madalyn  Quinlan,  Steve  Meloy,  Kris  Goss,  Dave  Puyear 


February  4,  2004,  conference  call 

•  Discussed  services  available  from  Association  of  Educational  Service  Agencies 
(AESA) 

-  Brian  Talbott,  executive  director,  AESA,  discussed  their  services  and 
information  about  other  states 

•  Want  survey  to  discover  what  currently  exists  in  Montana 

•  Looked  for  successes  and  reasons  why  some  efforts  have  failed 

•  Reviewed  Montana  Interlocal  Agreement  statutes 

•  Discussed  role  of  distance  learning  in  regional  service  organizations 

-  Dr.  Paul  Rowland,  UM  Dean  of  Education,  presented  a  pilot  project 

March  10.  2004,  conference  call 

•  Survey  sent  to  state  groups  to  learn  about  current  regionalization  efforts 

•  Discussed  selection  of  peer  states  to  examine  other  states’  models 

•  Identified  service  needs  for  regional  structures 

•  Discussed  delivery  models 

-  Susan  Bailey-Anderson,  OPI,  discussed  special  education  professional 
development  model  (CSPD) 

•  Talked  about  funding  mechanisms 

April  7,  2004.  conference  call 

•  Discussed  results  of  survey  of  current  Montana  regional  efforts 

•  Talked  about  choice  of  peer  states  for  regional  efforts  models 

•  Determined  need  to  see  map  of  current  state  regions  for  MASS,  CSPD,  Special 
Education  Cooperatives,  and  curriculum  cooperatives/consortia 

•  Discussed  funding  and  delivery  models 

May  12,  2004.  conference  call 

•  Examined  updated  Montana  survey  results,  categorized  into  three  categories 
identified  in  research:  educational  services,  staff  development  and  curriculum 
support,  and  general  office  and  management  support 

•  Discussed  map  of  Montana  with  all  regional  service  agencies  superimposed 

•  Determined  peer  state  selection  as  Arizona,  Colorado,  Nebraska,  Washington  or 
Oregon,  and  possible  OH 

•  Established  a  list  of  Concepts  for  Consideration 

•  Continued  funding  and  delivery  model  discussions 
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June  14,  2004,  Peer  States  video  conference 

•  Peer  states  included  in  video  conference: 

-  Oregon  -  Multnomah  School  District 

-  Iowa  -  Grant  Wood  Area  Educational  Agency  10,  Cedar  Rapids 

-  Arizona  -  Pinal  County  Education  Service  Agency 

-  Nebraska  -  Educational  Service  Unit  10 

-  AESA  -  Brian  Talbott,  Executive  Director 

•  Provided  an  overview  of  the  School  Renewal  Commission  and  the  Regionalization 
Working  Group 

•  Discussed  concepts  of  regionalization  working  in  each  state,  and  how  established, 
managed,  and  financed 

•  Established  connections  for  future  work 

June  22,  2004,  conference  call 

•  Reviewed  Peer  State  video  conference  results 

•  Determined  need  to  contract  for  research  person  to  develop  options  for  Montana 
regional  education  service  areas.  OPI  has  since  obtained  a  grant  to  create  a  more 
comprehensive  and  integrated  approach  to  professional  development.  That  project 
will  incorporate  research  into  regional  education  service  areas. 

•  Approved  a  draft  statement  for  report  to  full  Commission 


Final  Report  to  full  Commission,  Regionalization  Working  Group 

June  25,  2004 

The  Regionalization  Working  Group  strongly  views  regional  education  service  agencies 
(ESA)  as  a  key  component  in  restructuring  and  renewing  public  education  in  Montana. 
Through  hours  of  deliberate  discussion,  research,  and  analysis  of  ES  As  in  other  states, 
working  group  members  have  determined  that  intensive  study  of  this  issue  is  warranted. 
The  potential  benefits  of  an  effective  ESA  system  include: 

•  Greater  efficiency  in  providing  educational  services 

•  Improved  services  in  critical  curricular  areas 

•  Enhanced  opportunities  for  students  and  educators 

•  More  streamlined  and  effective  partnerships  between  state  and  local  education 
governance 

•  Significant  cost  savings 

•  Greater  accountability,  communication,  and  coordination  between  local  school 
districts 

We  urge  the  renewal  commission  to  support  our  ongoing  effort  to  study  and  develop  a 
regional,  education  service  agency  proposal  that  best  serves  the  students,  educators,  and 
people  of  Montana. 


Resources/materials  for  the  Regionalization  Working  Group: 

Administrative  frameworks  of  Educational  Service  Agencies  in  Kansas,  Minnesota, 
Indiana 
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“Appendix  D:  ESD  Services  Listing  from  Prior  Studies,”  from  Survey  of  ESD  Service 
Programs  1999/2000,  Moore,  Breithaupt  &  Associates,  February  2000 

“A  Brief  History  of  the  Effort  to  Develop  a  Montana  System  of  Comprehensive 
Professional  Development  1999-present,  a  paper  by  Kirk  Miller,  Board  of  Public 
Education,  and  Linda  Peterson,  OPI;  February  17,  2004 

“Eligibility  of  Educational  Service  Agencies  for  No  Child  Left  Behind  Programs”; 
memorandum  by  Leigh  Monasevit,  Kristin  Tosh  Cowan,  and  Alice  Maginnis  of  Brustein  & 
Monasevit,  attorneys  at  law;  Washington,  DC;  April  9,  2002 

Education  Service  Agencies:  Initiating,  Sustaining,  and  Advancing  School  Improvement, 
Monette  Mclver,  Mid-continent  Research  for  Education  and  Learning  (McREL),  December 
2002 

“ESAs  Serving  Rural  Areas:  Shrinking  Distances  and  Compensating  for  Size,” 
Perspectives,  A  Journal  of  Research  and  Opinion  About  Educational  Service  Agencies, 
Volume  9,  Association  of  Educational  Service  Agencies  (AESA),  September  2000 

Educational  Service  Districts,  Report  95-8,  State  of  Washington  Legislative  Budget 
Committee,  February  15,  1995 

“Full  Service  Cooperatives,”  memo  from  Madalyn  Quinlan,  OPI,  to  Superintendent  Linda 
McCulloch,  November  21, 2003 

“Governor’s  K-12  Public  School  Funding  Study  Advisory  Council,  Report  and 
Recommendations,”  December  31,  2001,  Subcommittee  on  Consolidation  report:  Fall  of 
2001 

Montana  ESA  survey  of  the  four  peer  states  of  Oregon,  Iowa,  Arizona,  and  Nebraska, 

OPI,  2004 

“Montana  ESA  Survey,”  preliminary  results  of  survey,  K-12  School  Renewal 
Regionalization  Working  Group,  April  2004 

Nebraska  Educational  Service  Units  (ESUs),  A  Study  of  Mission,  Services,  and 
Organizational  Structure,  Final  Report,  ESU  Regionalization/Restructuring  Task  Force, 
December  2003 

Nebraska  Educational  Service  Units  (ESUs),  A  Study  of  Mission,  Services,  and 
Organizational  Structure,  Executive  Summary,  ESU  Regionalization/Restructuring  Task 
Force,  December  2003 

“No  Child  Left  Behind  Act,  Opportunities  for  America’s  Educational  Service  Agencies,” 
report  by  Kay  Graber  for  AESA,  May  1 , 2002 

Oregon  Education  -  The  ESD  Connection,  Gerald  Bennett,  2003 

Oregon  Education  Service  Districts  map,  table  of  area  services,  and  general  provisions, 
2003 

“Proving  the  Value  of  ESAs:  The  Challenge  Continues,”  Perspectives,  A  Journal  of 
Research  and  Opinion  About  Educational  Service  Agencies,  Volume  7,  Association  of 
Educational  Service  Agencies  (AESA),  September  2001 
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School  Reorganization  in  Montana  -  A  time  for  decision?,  report  prepared  by  the  Montana 
School  Boards  Association,  former  Governor  Ted  Schwinden,  director,  1993 

“Senate  Bill  3016,”  Educational  Service  Agencies,  legislation  sponsored  by  Senators 
Carmichael  and  King,  Mississippi  Legislature,  2004  Regular  Session 

South  Coast  ESD  Cascade  Regional  Programs,  Oregon  special  education  regional 
services,  Coos  Bay,  Oregon 

“Washington  State’s  Educational  Service  Districts,”  Washington  AESD  2004  Legislative 
Report,  December  2003 

“White  Paper:  A  Case  for  Restructuring  the  Regional  Service  Agency  System  in  Ohio,” 
CELT,  February,  2001 
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2.  Taxation  and  Revenue  (MAPS)  Working  Group 


Chair:  Kirk  Miller 

Participants:  Carmen  McSpadden,  Carter  Christiansen,  Holly  Raser,  Bob  Keenan,  Don 
Ryan,  Bruce  Messinger,  Mary  Whittinghill,  Tonia  Bloom,  Bud  Williams,  Ric  Floren,  Kris 
Goss,  Jim  Standaert,  Madalyn  Quinlan,  Steve  Meloy,  Matt  Bugni 


March  11,  2004,  conference  call 

•  Reviewed  six  maps  showing  FY2004  BASE  and  state-equalized  scenario  per 
elementary,  high  school,  and  combined  districts 

•  Discussed  map  related  items:  state  vs.  local  resources,  centrally  assessed  property 
taxes,  changing  statewide  mills,  homeowner  property  tax,  centrally  assessed  taxes 

•  Determined  need  to  examine  other  states  processes 

•  Discussed  taxation  policy  proposals,  coordination  with  other  tax  reform  study  groups 

•  Requested  more  state  maps  to  demonstrate  distribution  of  resources 

March  25,  2004,  in  person  and  via  conference  call 

•  Examined  data  relative  to  statewide  mills  for  oil/gas,  property  tax  comparisons 

•  Desire  for  homeowner  property  tax  equity  across  the  state 

•  Discussed  centrally  assessed  property  tax  options 

•  Heard  descriptions  of  classification  of  taxes 

•  Planned  report  to  the  Legislative  Interim  Tax  Reform  Study  Committee 

April  21, 2004,  conference  call 

•  Reviewed  three  maps:  scenarios  of  current  BASE  mills  vs.  equalized  statewide 
property  tax  including  oil,  gas,  coal  revenues  in  BASE,  above  BASE,  and  off-set  in 
fund  balance  reappropriated 

•  Discusses  several  tax  scenarios,  analyzing  the  effect  on  mills 

•  Developed  a  draft  of  policy  recommendations  and  guidance  concepts  to  refer  to  the 
full  Commission. 

April  26,  2004,  lunch  meeting 

•  Further  review  of  maps 

•  More  examination  of  at  charts  and  maps  of  tax  scenarios  developed  by  Jim  Standaert 

•  Review  and  revise  policy  recommendations 

May  12,  2004,  conference  call 

•  Final  review  of  policy  recommendations  and  guidance  concepts 

•  Arrived  at  consensus  on  policy  recommendations 

June  14.  2004,  Legislative  Interim  Tax  Reform  Study  Committee 

•  Lt.  Gov.  Karl  Ohs  and  Kirk  Miller  represented  the  Commission  at  the  Interim  Tax 
Reform  Study  Committee  meeting  to  present  policy  recommendations  of  the  K-12 
School  Renewal  Commission 

June  28,  2004,  Legislative  Interim  Tax  Reform  Study  Committee 

•  Rep.  Bob  Keenan,  Rep.  Don  Ryan,  Kirk  Miller,  and  Jim  Standaert  met  with  a 
workgroup  of  the  Interim  Tax  Reform  Committee  consisting  of  Rep.  Jill  Cohenour, 
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Rep.  Jim  Peterson,  Myles  Watts,  and  Mary  Whittinghill  to  discuss  policy 
recommendations  of  the  Taxation  and  Revenue  Working  Group 
•  Lt.  Gov.  Karl  Ohs  and  Kirk  Miller  met  later  in  the  day  with  the  Legislative  Interim  Tax 
Reform  Study  Committee  for  further  discussions  of  the  policy  recommendations 


.V.V-V.V.VAV/AV/.V.Wv'Ay. 


Report  to  full  Commission:  School  Taxation  and  Revenue  Working  Group  of 
the  Montana  K-12  School  Renewal  Commission 

May  17,  2004 

Consensus  Recommendations  from  the  Working  Group,  to  be  Considered  by  the 
Legislative  Interim  Tax  Reform  Study  Committee 


Mission  Statement 


“In  order  to  develop  a  sustainable  system  that  equalizes  tax  burdens  and  benefits  while 
maintaining  local  control,  reduces  the  barriers  to  school  efficiency,  and  develops  revenues 
for  funding  quality  education;  the  School  Taxation  and  Revenue  working  group  proposes 
the  following  guidance  concepts  and  policy  recommendations: 

Policy  Recommendations 

1 .  Implement  a  statewide  equalization  plan  with  an  emphasis  on  homeowner  equity  and 
uniform  property  taxation. 

2.  Fund  the  base  budget  using  statewide  equalization 

3.  Use  weighted  guaranteed  tax  base  (GTB)  or  power  equalization  to  fund  80-100%  of 
budget. 

4.  A  balanced  taxation  approach  that  includes  existing  statewide  taxes  such  as  property 
taxes,  income  taxes,  and  natural  resource  taxes  and  also  considers  new  revenue  such 
as  a  general  statewide  sales  tax  to  be  used  as  a  mechanism  for  taxpayer  equalization. 

5.  A  balanced  taxation  approach  that  includes  existing  taxes  such  as  property  taxes, 
income  taxes,  and  natural  resource  taxes  and  also  considers  new  revenue  such  as  a 
general  statewide  sales  tax  should  be  used  as  a  mechanism  for  funding  quality  public 
schools. 

Guidance  Concepts 

1 .  Achieve  homeowner  tax  equity. 

2.  Proposals  must  consider  the  definition  of  a  basic  quality  system  of  elementary  and 
secondary  schools  in  Montana. 

3.  Equalized  residential  mill  value.  (Residential  mills  should  be  worth  the  same 
regardless  of  the  location. 

4.  Proposals  must  retain  the  equity  components  and  should  simplify  understanding  for 
the  public. 

5.  Proposals  must  take  into  consideration  current  and/or  future  tax  burdens  to  avoid 
extreme  tax  increases  on  a  particular  subgroup. 

6.  Revenue  recommendations  must  be  sustainable  an  reliable  and  have  a  mechanism  for 
adjusting  the  budget  to  inflationary  increases. 
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7.  Proposals  should  consider  other  revenue  currently  used  by  schools  such  as  centrally 
assessed  property,  commercial  property,  agricultural  property,  natural  resources 
revenue  and  resort  revenue  to  be  shared  equitably  amongst  all  public  school  districts. 

8.  Other  district  budgeted  funds  (transportation,  capital  projects,  retirement,  building 
reserve,  building,  and  adult  education)  should  be  financed  using  an  equalized  revenue 
source. 

9.  Fund  balance  reappropriated  remains  with  the  district  and  an  incentive  mechanism  is 
developed  to  allow  the  funds  to  be  reserved  for  “appropriate"  future  use. 

10.  Develop  a  method  to  ensure  that  revenue  from  natural  resource  utilization  becomes  a 
sustainable  and  predictable  way  to  finance  quality  public  education. 


Resources/materials  for  the  Revenue  and  Taxation  Working  Group: 

“An  Example  of  Power  Equalization  -  Four  Districts,”  Legislative  Fiscal  Division,  State  of 
Montana,  5/17/04 

“FY  2004  BASE  mills  and  state-funded  BASE  mills  scenario  per  elementary,  high  school, 
and  combined  districts,  Excel  spreadsheet,”  Matt  Bugni,  Governor’s  Office  of  Budget  and 
Program  Planning  ,  2004 

“Governor’s  K-12  Public  School  Funding  Study  Advisory  Council,  Report  and 
Recommendations,”  Montana  Governor’s  (Martz)  Office,  December  31,  2001 

“How  to  Read  a  Property  Tax  Bill,”  Jim  Standaert,  Legislative  Fiscal  Division 

Montana  Maps:  Natural  Resource  Information  System,  Montana  State  Library, 

-  BASE  Mills  for  Elementary  and  High  School  Combined,  FY2004,  NRIS 
#04GOV0003a-1,  3/5/2004 

-  BASE  Mills  for  Elementary  FY2004,  NRIS  #04GOV0003a-2,  3/5/2004 

-  BASE  Mills  for  High  School  Combined,  FY2004,  NRIS  #04GOV0003a-3,  3/5/2004 

-  Change  in  Estimated  Mills,  Statewide  Equalization  of  District  Base  Budgets  (66.2 
Mills)  FY2004  EL  and  HS  Districts  combined,  NRIS  #04GOV0003a-4,  3/5/2004 

-  Change  in  Estimated  Mills,  Statewide  Equalization  of  District  Base  Budgets  (38.9  EL 
Mills)  FY2004,  NRIS  #04GOV0003a-5,  3/5/2004 

-  Change  in  Estimated  Mills,  Statewide  Equalization  of  District  Base  Budgets  (27.6  HS 
Mills)  FY2004,  NRIS  #04GOV0003a-6,  3/5/2004 

-  Change  in  Estimated  BASE  Mills  Statewide  Equalization  of  District  BASE  Budgets 
(64.3  mills),  FY  2004  EL  and  HS  Districts  combined,  NRIS  #04GOV0005-1 ,  4/1 1/200 

-  Change  in  Estimated  BASE  Mills  Statewide  Equalization  of  District  BASE  Budgets 
(70.2  mills),  FY  2004  EL  and  HS  Districts  combined,  NRIS  #04GOV0005-2,  4/1 1/200 

-  Change  in  Estimated  Mills  (BASE  and  over-BASE)  FY2004  EL  and  HS  Districts 
combined,  NRIS  #04GOV0005-3,  4/1 1/2004 

-  Mill  value  per  Elementary  ANB,  FY2004,  NRIS  #04LEG0004-1,  4/21/2004 

“Potential  Uses  of  Sales  Tax  Revenue  for  School  Funding,”  memorandum  to  Tax  Reform 
Study  Commission  from  Amy  Carlson  and  Matt  Bugni,  Governor’s  Office  of  Budget  and 
Program  Planning,  March  24,  2004 

Resource  Adequacy  Study  for  the  New  York  State  Commission  on  Education  Reform, 
Abridged  Version,  Standard  and  Poor’s  School  Evaluation  Services,  March  2004 
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3.  Barriers  to  Consolidation  Working  Group 


Chair:  John  McNeil 

Participants:  Scott  Seilstad.  Tonia  Bloom,  Steve  Johnson,  Madalyn  Quinlan,  Bud  Williams, 
Joan  Anderson 


February  16,  2004,  conference  call 

•  Examined  the  MREA  and  MTSBA  task  force  document 

•  Discussed  statutory  requirements  related  to  .consolidation/annexation 

-  public  vote 

-  bonded  indebtedness 

-  conditional/trial  periods 

-  tenure  status  of  bargaining  units 

-  structure  of  new  board 

March  22.2004, 

•  Prepared  list  of  technical  barriers  due  to  unclear  statutory  language 

•  Prepared  another  list  of  barriers  due  to  financial,  governance,  and  funding  structures 

•  Discussed  duties  of  trustees  in  consolidation  transitions 

May  14.  2004 

•  Discussed  K-8  districts  becoming  K-12  districts 

April  26,  2004,  conference  call 

•  Developed  list  of  technical  issues  related  to  consolidation 

•  Approved  final  report  to  the  Commission  to  be  presented  May  17,  2004 


Report  to  full  commission:  Barriers  to  Consolidation  Working  Group  of  the 
School  Renewal  Commission 

Consolidation  Issues 

(as  adopted  by  Commission  on  8/16) 


Background 

There  are  currently  444  operating  school  districts  in  the  State  of  Montana,  down  from  528 
in  1991.  This  attrition  is  the  product  of  demographic  trends  (primarily  the  loss  of  popula¬ 
tion  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  state),  which  have  caused  the  citizens  of  adjoining  school 
districts  to  voluntarily  vote  to  consolidate  or  annex,  or  which  have  resulted  in  school  dis¬ 
tricts  simply  closing  their  doors  for  lack  of  students.  Because  the  444  operating  school 
districts  function  in  many  circumstances  with  shared  administration,  a  single  joint  board 
and  a  single  master  agreement  governing  staff  salaries  and  benefits,  there  are  actually  347 
“administrative  units.” 
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The  number  of  administrative  units  is  summarized  below. 


K-12  Districts 

Combined  Districts  (joint  boards) 
Independent  Districts 
Non-Operating  Districts 
State  Funded  Districts 


55 

105 

177 


i 


8 


Total  Administrative  Units: 


347 


Over  the  years  the  issue  of  the  consolidation  of  school  districts  has  been  an  ongoing  and 
lively  subject  of  public  debate.  The  debate  on  consolidation  generally  deals  with  two 
important,  but  separate  questions:  (1)  Does  the  consolidation  of  school  districts  save 
money?  (2)  Does  the  consolidation  of  school  districts  improve  the  quality  of  education? 

The  School  Renewal  Commission  did  not  have  the  staff  or  resources  to  engage  in  inde¬ 
pendent  research  into  either  of  these  questions,  but  it  is  worth  citing  several  previous 
efforts  to  do  so. 

The  Governor’s  K-12  Public  School  Funding  Study  Advisory  Council  issued  a  report  in 
December,  2001,  which  contained  the  following  conclusions. 

.  .the  Council  was  unable  to  find  any  clear  data  or  information  to  suggest  that  a  re¬ 
duction  in  the  number  of  districts  would,  as  a  broad  and  general  proposition, 
automatically  result  in  substantial  cost  savings  or  efficiencies  in  the  delivery  or  edu¬ 
cational  services.  While  there  may  be  individual  instances  where  that  might  be  the 
case,  the  information  reviewed  did  not  suggest  that  it  would  be  the  case  in  every 
instance.” 

The  same  report  also  concluded  that  the  information  available  from  recent  experiences 
with  consolidation  “suggested  that,  while  certain  costs  savings  might  accrue  to  the  state, 
there  would  likely  be  increased  costs  to  the  local  taxpayer.”  The  Advisory  Council  report 
also  cited  the  conclusions  of  Governor  Racicot's  1994  “Task  Force  to  Renew  Montana 
Government,”  which  concluded  that  consolidation  generally  would  result  in  “no  substantial 
cost  savings  and  a  transfer  of  costs  from  the  state  to  local  government.” 

The  most  exhaustive  study  of  all  the  issues  related  to  school  consolidation  in  Montana  is 
probably  the  1993  “School  Reorganization  in  Montana  -  Time  for  Decision?”  report  pre¬ 
pared  by  Project  SEEDS,  headed  by  former  Governor  Ted  Schwinden.  That  report 
concluded: 

“The  six  examples  of  school  district  consolidations  that  were  studied  provide  little 
evidence  to  support  the  contention  that  consolidation  is  an  effective  way  to  reduce 
school  costs.  However,  educational  professionals  I  contacted  were  in  near  unanimous 
agreement  that  consolidation  can  result  in  program  improvement.” 

The  Project  SEEDS  report  rejected  the  notion  that  the  state  should  mandate  consolidation 
and  emphasized  the  need  to  consider  the  impact  on  communities  and  be  sensitive  to  local 
concerns  when  reorganizing  schools.  The  report  also  questioned  whether  high  schools  of 
fewer  than  35  students  could  provide  students  with  a  sufficiently  diverse  educational  pro- 
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gram  and  suggested  that  the  funding  formula  should  reduce  support  for  non-isolated  high 
schools  with  fewer  than  35  students.  The  report  also  recognized  the  programmatic  benefits 
of  the  K-12  school  district  structure  and  supported  the  use  of  cost-effective  learning  tech¬ 
nology  and  cooperative  agreements,  given  the  inevitability  of  the  continued  existence  of 
small  schools  and  school  districts  due  the  size,  geography  and  rural  nature  of  Montana. 

Finally,  it  is  worth  mentioning  the  conclusions  contained  in  a  report  entitled  “An  Evi¬ 
dence-Based  Approach  to  School  Finance  Adequacy  in  Arkansas,”  prepared  for  the 
Arkansas  Legislature  by  Lawrence  O.  Picus  and  Associates.  Research  cited  in  this  study 
indicates  that  when  both  cost  (input)  and  student  performance  (output)  are  considered,  the 
economic  benefits  of  larger  schools  are  less  evident  and  diminish  beyond  a  certain  size. 
There  is  research  evidence  that  suggests  that  large-scale  consolidation  of  rural  schools 
nationally  has  not  resulted  in  cost  savings  and  may  have  reduced  student  performance,  as 
well  as  harming  rural  communities.  Where  distance  and  geography  are  not  an  issue,  re¬ 
search  indicates  that  schools  of  300-500  are  optimal  at  the  elementary  level,  while  the  best 
size  for  a  high  school  unit  is  probably  about  500. 

Work  of  the  School  Renewal  Commission  Related  to  Consolidation 


A  working  group  of  the  School  Renewal  Commission  was  charged  with  looking  primarily 
at  the  narrower  issue  of  whether  there  are  barriers  to  voluntary  consolidation  in  current 
statute.  In  other  words,  when  two  or  more  districts  chose  to  consider  consolidation  are 
there  obstacles  in  the  current  process  that  make  it  more  difficult  for  the  consolidation  to 
take  place?  The  recommendations  proposed  by  the  working  group  and  adopted  by  the 
Commission  are  below. 

The  School  Renewal  Commission  recommends  that  the  following  areas  of  the  law  be  clari¬ 
fied  to  eliminate  barriers  to  voluntary  consolidation. 

•  Provisions  for  consolidation  of  one  K-12  district  with  another  K-12  district  should 
be  included  in  statute  wherever  they  are  currently  absent.  Specifically,  it  should  be 
made  clear  in  statute  that  a  K-12  district  may  consolidate  with  another  K-12  district 
without  first  being  required  to  dissolve  its  K-12  structure. 

•  The  Commission  believes  that  the  K-12  structure  is  the  most  efficient  school  dis¬ 
trict  structure  and  does  not  recommend  allowing  K  12  districts  to  be  dissolved  to 
consolidate  with  a  stand  alone  elementary  district. 

•  Statute  should  specify  that  a  newly  consolidated  district  becomes  an  official  entity 
on  July  1  following  a  successful  vote  on  consolidation  in  each  of  the  constituent 
districts. 

•  The  governance  of  a  consolidated  district  should  be  clarified  in  the  following  man¬ 
ner.  Immediately  following  voter  approval  of  a  consolidation  (elementary,  high 
school  or  K-12)  a  joint  board,  composed  of  the  members  of  the  existing  school 
boards  of  the  participating  districts  should  be  formed  to  deal  with  transitional  is¬ 
sues.  The  joint  board  would  also  serve  as  the  governing  board  of  the  newly 
consolidated  district  from  the  July  1  effective  date  of  the  consolidation  until  the 
next  regular  school  trustee  election.  At  that  election  the  appropriate  number  of 
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trustees  for  the  new  district  would  be  elected  by  the  combined  voters  of  the  new 
district,  with  the  lengths  of  terms  to  be  assigned  by  drawing  of  lots. 

•  The  law  should  specify  that  the  existing  elected  boards  of  the  consolidating  districts 
would  continue  their  duties  and  perform  close-out  duties  related  to  their  individual 
districts  until  the  July  1  effective  date.  The  joint  board  would  address  all  planning, 
budgeting,  contracting  and  hiring  issues  related  to  the  operation  of  the  newly  con¬ 
solidated  district. 

•  The  law  should  specify  that  any  ongoing  building  reserve  or  technology  deprecia¬ 
tion  levies  accrue  to  and  become  the  responsibility  of  the  newly  formed  district  as  a 
whole  in  the  same  dollar  amounts  that  were  originally  approved. 

•  The  law  should  allow  joint  districts  (defined  as  those  with  territory  in  more  than 
one  county)  to  be  formed  by  consolidation,  annexation  or  the  attachment  of  an 
abandoned  district  to  a  neighboring  district.  Currently,  joint  districts  may  be  created 
by  consolidation,  but  may  not  be  formed  by  annexation  or  attachment. 

•  Tenure  protection  and  hiring  preferences  for  employees  of  districts  that  elect  to 
combine  through  the  process  of  unification  should  be  the  same  as  those  for 
employees  of  districts  that  join  by  consolidation  or  annexation.  Statute  should  be 
amended  to  reflect  this. 

The  School  Renewal  Commissiqn  recommends  no  change  in  state  statute  in  the  following 
areas: 

•  Montana  statute  allows  consolidations  and  annexations  to  occur  with  or  without  the 
assumption  of  bonded  indebtedness  by  the  newly  formed  district  as  a  whole.  School 
boards  decide  between  the  two  options  prior  to  putting  a  proposition  to  a  vote  and 
that  decision  is  reflected  in  the  ballot  language.  Both  the  working  group  and  the 
Commission  as  a  whole  engaged  in  extensive  discussion  of  the  merits  of  creating  a 
single  policy  for  bonded  indebtedness,  as  opposed  to  leaving  both  options  in  law. 
There  was  no  consensus  on  changing  the  law  to  create  a  uniform  process  and  it  was 
decided  that  the  availability  of  two  options  allows  school  districts  to  respond  more 
effectively  to  local  circumstances.  The  Commission  recommends  no  change  to  state 
law  with  regards  to  bonded  indebtedness. 

•  Bargaining  of  a  new  collective  bargaining  agreement  should  be  left  to  management 
and  labor  in  a  newly  combined  district  under  applicable  labor  laws  and  under  the 
guidance  of  the  Board  of  Personnel  Appeals.  The  Commission  does  not  believe 
any  legislation  is  necessary  in  this  area. 

•  There  is  a  potential  need  for  both  an  annexation  and  a  consolidation  process  in  dif¬ 
ferent  situations.  Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends  retaining  both  processes 
in  state  law. 

•  The  Commission  recommends  that  the  requirement  for  an  affirmative  vote  in  both 
districts  for  consolidation  be  retained.  Approval  by  voters  in  effected  districts 
provides  necessary  legitimacy  to  the  process. 
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•  The  Commission  rejects  the  idea  of  instituting  a  trial  period  for  consolidation 
during  which  “de-consolidation”  could  occur.  Consolidations  should  be  final.  The 
technical  issues  involved  with  de-consolidating  a  district  would  be  great.  Current 
laws  governing  cooperative  agreements  between  districts  provide  ample  opportu¬ 
nities  for  districts  to  experiment  with  cooperation  prior  to  deciding  to  consolidate. 
Districts  can  currently  share  administration,  staff,  programs,  purchasing,  etc.,  as 
well  as  the  sponsorship  of  athletic  programs. 

Finally,  the  Commission  believes  that  some  structural  features  of  the  current  funding  sys¬ 
tem  and  the  current  taxation  system  create  disincentives  to  consolidation  when  such 
consolidation  might  otherwise  make  sense.  These  structural  features  include: 

•  the  fact  that  the  basic  entitlement  is  the  same  for  districts  of  every  size; 

•  the  fact  that  the  taxable  valuations  available  to  support  schools  vary  widely  from  dis¬ 
trict  to  district. 

The  Commission  recommends  that  tax  inequities  between  school  districts  be  addressed  and 
that  any  new  funding  formula  avoid  building  in  disincentives  to  consolidation. 


Resources/materials  for  the  Barriers  to  Consolidation  Working  Group: 

“An  Evidence-Based  Approach  to  School  Finance  Adequacy  in  Arkansas,”  prepared  for 
the  Arkansas  Legislature  by  Lawrence  O.  Picus  and  Associates. 

Data  on  number  of  school  districts  in  Montana,  OPI,  2004 

“Elementary  Districts  Feeding  High  School  Districts,  FY  2000-01,”  Excel  spreadsheet, 

OPI,  May,  2004 

“Governor’s  K-12  Public  School  Funding  Study  Advisory  Council,  Report  and  Recom¬ 
mendations,”  December  31,  2001  -  Subcommittee  on  Consolidation:  report  Fall  of  2001 

“MCA  Sections  Specifically  relating  to  school  annexation,  consolidation,  or  unification,” 
excerpts  from  the  Montana  Codes  Annotated,  Legislative  Council  Division,  2003 

MREA  and  MTSBS  task  force  document  on  examination  of  consolidation  barriers,  2003. 

“School  Reorganization  in  Montana  -  a  time  for  decision?,”  report  prepared  for  the  Mon¬ 
tana  School  Boards  Association,  former  Governor  Ted  Schwinden,  director,  1993 

“Task  Force  to  Renew  Montana  Government,”  authorized  by  Governor  Marc  Racicot  1994 
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V.  Resources/Materials 


Barriers  to  Consolidation: 

Barriers  to  Consolidation  and  Options  for  Efficiency,’’  MTSBA,  2003 

Data  on  number  of  school  districts  in  Montana,  OPI,  2004 

“Elementary  Districts  Feeding  High  School  Districts,  FY  2000-01,”  Excel  spreadsheet, 

OPI,  May,  2004 

“An  Evidence-Based  Approach  to  School  Finance  Adequacy  in  Arkansas,”  prepared  for 
the  Arkansas  Legislature  by  Lawrence  O.  Picus  and  Associates. 

Governor’s  K-12  Public  School  Funding  Study  Advisory  Council,  Report  and 
Recommendations,  Montana  Governor’s  (Martz)  Office,  December  31,  2001 
Subcommittee  on  Consolidation:  report  Fall  of  2001 

“Montana  Code  Annotated  (MCA)  Sections  Specifically  relating  to  school  annexation, 
consolidation,  or  unification,”  excerpts  from  the  Montana  Codes  Annotated, 

Legislative  Council  Division,  2003 

“Montana  Rankings  on  Key  Items  Addressing  the  Costs  of  Geographic  Sparsity,”  Lance 
Melton,  MSBA,  September  29,  2003,  source  Morgan  Quitno  Publication 

MREA  and  MTSBS  task  force  document  on  examination  of  consolidation  barriers,  2003. 

“School  Reorganization  in  Montana  -  A  time  for  decision?,”  report  prepared  for  the 

Montana  School  Boards  Association,  former  Governor  Ted  Schwinden,  director,  1993 

“Task  Force  to  Renew  Montana  Government,”  authorized  by  Governor  Marc  Racicot, 

1994 

Court  Decisions: 

Columbia  Falls  School  District  v.  State  of  Montana,  Cause  No.  BDV-2002-528  (2004), 

Montana  First  Judicial  District,  Lewis  and  Clark  County. 

Helena  School  District  v.  State  of  Montana,  236  Mont.  44,  769  P2d  684  (1989). 

Montana  Board  of  Public  Education  v.  Administrative  Code  Commissioner,  Cause  No. 

BDV-91-1072  (1992),  Montana  First  Judicial  District,  Lewis  and  Clark  County. 

“Key  aspects  of  Judge  Sherlock’s  Decision  Pertaining  to  the  Requirements  of  a 

Constitutional  Funding  System,”  2004 
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Cultural  Studies: 


Alaska  Standards  for  Culturally  Responsive  Schools,  Assembly  of  Alaska  Native 
Educators,  February  3,  1998 

“Education  Working  for  Montana’s  Low  Income  Students,”  Office  of  the  Montana 
Commissioner  of  Higher  Education,  2002 

“Equal  Educational  Opportunity  for  Native  American  Students  in  Montana  Schools, 
Montana  Advisory  Committee  to  the  U.S.  Commission  on  Civil  Rights,  July  2001 
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Montana  Association  of  Business  Officials,  Montana  Rural  Education  Association, 
Montana  School  Boards  Association,  School  Administrators  of  Montana,  and  MEA, 
June  2001 

K-12  Education,  2003  Legislative  Session  Summary  of  Legislation  Related  to  K-12 
Education,  printed  by  the  Office  of  Public  Instruction,  with  contributions  from  the 
Montana  Association  of  Business  Officials,  Montana  Rural  Education  Association, 
Montana  School  Boards  Association,  School  Administrators  of  Montana,  and  MEA- 
MFT,  June  2003. 

Montana  School  Accreditation,  Standards  and  Procedures  Manual,  Board  of  Public 
Education  and  the  Office  of  Public  Instruction,  June  2001 

“Montana  School  Renewal  Commission  Presentation  on  Governance,”  Lance  Melton, 
Montana  School  Boards  Association,  September  8,  2003 

School  Laws  of  Montana,  2003,  from  the  Montana  Codes  Annotated  (MCA),  Office  of 
Public  Instruction,  2003 

Senate  Bill  No.  411,  introduced  by  Senator  Bill  Glaser  in  the  2003  Legislature,  defining 
“Quality  Public  Elementary  and  Secondary  Schools,”  including  changes  from  the 
MTSBA 

Senate  Bill  424,  introduced  by  Senator  Linda  Nelson  and  passed  by  the  2003  Legislature, 
changing  statutes  governing  facilities  and  transportation. 

Senate  Bill  528,  introduced  by  C.  Juneau,  S.  Doherty,  D.  Eck,  B.  Eggers,  J.  Ellingson,  D. 
Ewer,  E.  Franklin,  S.  Gallus,  K.  Galvin-Flalcro,  K.  Gillan,  G.  Gutsche,  H.  Harper,  J. 
HurdleG.  Jergeson,  S.  Kitzenberg,  B.  McCarthy,  L.  Nelson,  G.  Roush,  D.  Shea,  F. 
Smith,  E.  Swanson,  passed  by  the  1999  Legislature,  “Indian  Education  for  All”  Act. 

Quality  Education  -  Adequacy: 

Calculation  of  the  Cost  of  a  Suitable  Education  in  Montana  in  2001-2002  using  the 
Professional  Judgement  Approach,  report  prepared  by  John  Myers  and  Justin 
Silverstein  of  Augenblick  &  Myers,  Inc.,  for  the  MSBA,  MQEC,  MREA,  MASBO,  and 
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“Testimony  to  the  Commission,”  Montana  Association  for  Gifted  and  Talented  Education 
(AGATE),  September  29,  2003 

Quality  Education  -Teacher/Administrator  Shortages 

“Governor’s  Task  Force  on  Teacher  Shortage/Teacher  Salaries,  Montana  Governor’s 
(Racicot)  Office,  September  2000 

“K  12  SHIP  Working  Group  ‘Agreement  Statements’,  a  Report  to  the  Montana  Renewal 
Commission,”  July  18,  2004,  a  report  on  a  statewide  K-12  health  insurance  program 

Montana  School  Leaders:  Superintendents  and  Principals  Survey  2001-2002 ,  a  report  for 
the  Montana  State  Action  for  Education  Leadership  Project  (SAELP),  Wallace- 
Readers  Digest,  Dori  Burns  Nielson,  Ed.  D.,  September  2002 

“Salary  survey,”  Augenblick  &  Myers  study,  2003 

Who  will  teach  Montana's  Children?,  report  prepared  for  the  Certification  Standards  and 
Practices  Advisory  Council  (CSPAC)  of  the  Montana  Board  of  Public  Education,  Dori 
Burns  Nielson,  Ed.  D.,  February  2001. 

Who  will  teach  Montana's  Children?  2002  Follow-up  Study,  report  prepared  for  the 
Certification  Standards  and  Practices  Advisory  Council  (CSPAC)  of  the  Montana 
Board  of  Public  Education,  Dori  Burns  Nielson,  Ed.  D.,  July  2002. 

Quality  Education  -  Transportation: 

“Selected  Bus  and  Pupil  Statistics  FY  1999  through  FY  2003,”  OPI,  November  2003  “An 

“Overview  of  School  Transportation  Laws  of  Montana,”  Office  of  Public  Instruction, 
October  2003 

Regional  Service  Agencies: 

Administrative  frameworks  of  Educational  Service  Agencies  in  Kansas,  Minnesota, 
Indiana 

“Appendix  D:  ESD  Services  Listing  from  Prior  Studies,”  from  Survey  of  ESD  Service 
Programs  1999/2000,  Moore,  Breithaupt  &  Associates,  February  2000 

“A  Brief  History  of  the  Effort  to  Develop  a  Montana  System  of  Comprehensive 

Professional  Development  1999-Present,”  a  paper  by  Kirk  J.  Miller,  Chair,  Board  of 
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Appendix  A 


HOUSE  BILL  NO.  736 

INTRODUCED  BY  R.  BROWN,  TESTER,  F.  THOMAS,  WANZENRIED 


AN  ACT  ESTABLISHING  A  K-12  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RENEWAL  COMMISSION;  PROVIDING  AN 
APPROPRIATION;  AND  PROVIDING  AN  IMMEDIATE  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

WHEREAS,  public  schools  are  the  foundation  of  Montana,  providing  citizens  with  the  tools  they 
need  to  strengthen  our  state's  way  of  life  and  extending  the  principles  of  liberty;  and 

WHEREAS,  approximately  16,000  full-time  and  part-time  public  school  teachers  guide  over  149,000 
students  in  the  state  of  Montana;  and 

WHEREAS,  as  prescribed  by  Article  X,  section  1,  of  the  Montana  Constitution,  a  fundamental  goal 
of  the  State  of  Montana  is  to  establish  a  system  of  quality  education  that  will  develop  the  full 
educational  potential  of  each  person;  and 

WHEREAS,  it  is  consistently  proven  on  national  assessments  that  Montana's  excellent  educators 
instruct  superior  students,  and  this  fine  system  should  be  strengthened;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Board  of  Public  Education,  of  which  the  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction  and 
the  Governor  are  members,  is  constitutionally  charged  with  general  supervision  over  the  public  school 
system  and  other  public  educational  institutions  as  may  be  assigned  by  law;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  first  step  in  developing  a  competitive  economy  is  a  quality  education  system 
producing  a  qualified  workforce;  and 

WHEREAS,  due  to  repeated  adjustments,  revisions,  and  court  decisions,  the  statutes  governing  the 
education  system  in  Montana  are  plagued  by  inconsistent  language,  conflicting  provisions,  confusing 
funding  mechanisms,  and  overlapping  organizational  structures  that  make  it  difficult  for  educators, 
parents,  the  legal  community,  and  the  general  public  to  understand;  and 

WHEREAS,  in  order  for  the  State  of  Montana  to  provide  for  an  effective  and  efficient  system  of  free 
quality  public  elementary  and  secondary  education,  a  comprehensive  renewal  of  education  in  Montana 
would  be  in  the  best  interests  of  all  of  the  state;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Governor  of  Montana,  the  Board  of  Public  Education,  the  Superintendent  of  Public 
Instruction,  and  the  Montana  Legislature  should  convene  a  commission  to  examine  the  various  options 
available  for  the  renewal  of  public  education  in  Montana. 


K-12  School  Renewal  Commission  Report  -  Appendix 


BE  IT  ENACTED  BY  THE  LEGISLATURE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  MONTANA: 


Section  1.  K-12  public  school  renewal  commission.  (1)  There  is  a  K-12  public  school  renewal 
commission  established  to  propose  changes  and  new  provisions  regarding  the  several  components  of 
K-12  public  education  in  Montana,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

(a)  the  revenue  available  for  public  education; 

(b)  the  structure  of  school  district  governance; 

(c)  the  methods  of  funding  public  education; 

(d)  the  role  of  the  state  government  in  public  education;  and 

(e)  the  role  of  the  federal  government  in  public  education. 

(2)  Core  membership  of  the  renewal  commission  must  include  the  governor,  the  presiding  officer  of 
the  board  of  public  education,  the  superintendent  of  public  instruction,  the  speaker  of  the  house  of 
representatives,  the  president  of  the  senate,  the  minority  leader  of  the  house  of  representatives,  and 
the  minority  leader  of  the  senate.  Core  members  may  select  a  designee  to  represent  the  core  member 
on  the  renewal  commission. 

(3)  The  governor,  in  consultation  with  the  core  membership,  shall: 

(a)  identify  no  less  than  10  and  no  more  than  25  entities  who  shall  designate  a  representative  to 
serve  on  the  renewal  commission; 

(b)  appoint  a  representative  from  the  juvenile  corrections  division  of  the  department  of  corrections  to 
serve  on  the  renewal  commission; 

(c)  request  assistance  from  other  legislative  and  executive  branch  agencies;  and 

(d)  in  addition  to  any  legislative  appropriation,  accept  donations  for  the  purposes  of  carrying  out  the 
duties  of  the  renewal  commission  required  in  this  section. 

(4)  The  members  of  the  renewal  commission  appointed  pursuant  to  subsection  (3)(a)  may  be 
reimbursed  for  expenses. 

(5)  (a)  The  renewal  commission  shall  submit  a  final  report  of  its  findings  and  recommendations  to 
the  education  and  local  government  interim  committee  by  September  15,  2004. 

(b)  The  renewal  commission  may  recommend  legislation  to  the  59th  legislature  based  on  the 
commission's  findings. 

(6)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  "K-12  public  education"  includes  a  state  youth  correctional 
facility,  as  defined  in  41-5-103. 
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Section  2.  Appropriation.  There  is  appropriated  $10,000  from  the  general  fund  to  the  board  of 
public  education  for  the  biennium  beginning  July  1,  2003,  to  support  the  K-12  public  school  renewal 
commission. 


Section  3.  Effective  date.  [This  act]  is  effective  on  passage  and  approval. 

-  END- 


K-12  School  Renewal  Commission  Report  -  Appendix 


' 


K-12  School  Renewal  Commission  Report  -  Appendix 


K-12  School  Renewal  Commission  Members  &  Alternates 


Appendix  B 
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Appendix  C 


Support  for  the  work  of  the  Montana  K-12  School  Renewal  Commission  was  provided  by 
the  following: 

Montana  K-12  School  Renewal  Commission  Staff  Support 


Commission  Staff: 


Steve  Meloy 
Suzan  Hopkins 
Kris  Goss 

Loran  Frazier 


Executive  Secretary,  Montana  Board  of  Public  Education 
Administrative  Assistant,  Montana  Board  of  Public  Education 
Education  Policy  Advisor  and  Deputy  Communications  Director, 
Office  of  the  Governor 

Education  Policy  Advisor,  Office  of  the  Governor 


Staff  from  other  agencies  providing  assistance  to  the  Commission: 


Office  of  Public  Instruction: 


Legislative  Fiscal  Division: 

Office  of  Budget  and  Program  Planning: 

Department  of  Revenue: 

Montana  State  Library,  Natural  Resource  Information  System: 


Madalyn  Quinlan 
Cathy  Warhank 
Bob  Runkle 
Jim  Standaert 
Amy  Carlson 
Matt  Bugni 
Larry  Finch 
Kristine  Gurrieri 


Montana  K-12  School  Renewal  Commission  Funding  Sources 


Funding  to  support  the  work  of  the  Commission  was  provided  from  the  following  sources: 


Legislative  Appropriation 

Federal  Relief  Funds 

Board  of  Public  Education  Contribution 

Private  Donations 

Burlington  Northern  &  Santa  Fe 
Montana  Chamber  of  Commerce  Foundation 
Montana  Chamber  of  Commerce 


$5,000 

$250 

$250 


$10,000 

$25,000 

$5,631 

$5,500 


Total 


$46,131 


^VAy,v^">VrV-V,vy^v,v.\>vAv/o-y<--"*v^,V-V.V"^yv-V"V.*.w. 
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Appendix  D 


Montana  K-12  School  Renewal  Commission  Overview  Remarks _ 7/11/03 

History  ... 

•  In  September  2002,  following  the  Board  of  Public  Education  planning  session  in 
July,  and  in  preparation  for  the  2003  Legislative  Session,  the  Board  began  discussion 
of  concerns  and  responsibilities  of  our  Constitutional  charge  to  provide  leadership 
and  direction  for  the  education  system  in  Montana. 

•  The  Board  noted  problems  caused  by  inadequate  school  funding  leading  to  disturbing 
examples  of . . .  schools  unable  to  meet  the  minimum  basic  accreditation  standards,  an 
educational  workforce  leaving  the  state  to  pursue  other  opportunities,  and  the  great 
concern  that  this  erosion  affects  a  generation  of  students  quickly  (a  child  is  only  a  2nd 
grader  once). 

•  Our  discussions  were  many  faceted  and  ultimately  led  us  to  believe  that: 

Our  system  is  at  a  critical  crossroads  in  its  ability  to  provide  Montana  students 
with  the  quality  education  they  deserve. 

Solutions  to  the  complex  problems  faced  by  our  public  schools,  including 
funding,  require  collaboration  to  find  broad-based  answers  to  ensure  progress 
and  stability  for  K-12  education. 

Solutions  will  require  a  multi-faceted,  long-term  approach  addressing  the  need 
for  a  quality  system  of  education,  the  ability  of  our  state  and  communities  to 
support  this  need,  and  the  benefits  of  operating  the  education  system  in  an 
effective  and  efficient  manner. 

Montana’s  educational  system  and  its  funding  must  be  comprehensively 
examined  in  a  collaborative,  holistic  manner  to  seek  viable  long-tenn 
sustainable  solutions  for  the  future  direction  of  the  system. 

•  In  November  2002,  the  board  crafted  their  thoughts  on  this  topic  into  a  Position 
Paper  on  Public  School  Funding  and  Structure. 

•  Realizing  time  was  of  the  essence  if  progress  was  to  be  made  during  the  2003 
Legislative  Session,  the  Board  set  about  developing  collaborative  partners  in  this 
effort.  We  approached  the  Governor’s  office  through  Lt.  Governor  Ohs  who  was 
serving  as  the  Education  Policy  Advisor  and  had  been  involved  with  the  ongoing 
discussions  of  the  Position  Paper.  The  Lt.  Governor  was  receptive  to  the  ideas 
presented  and  further  pursued  this  with  the  Governor's  office. 

•  In  January  2003,  a  meeting  was  held  with  Governor  Martz  and  her  cabinet  to  discuss 
the  position  of  the  Board  and  our  request  of  support  for  moving  forward  with  a 
collaborative  “call  to  action”  to  solve  the  challenges  outlined.  The  Governor 
supported  the  concept  and  announced  her  support  during  the  State  of  the  State 
address  to  the  Legislature. 

•  Following  a  great  deal  of  discussion  with  our  education  community  partners,  the 
concepts  in  the  Position  Paper  were  crafted  into  legislation.  The  bill,  HB  736,  carried 
by  Representative  Roy  Brown,  had  support  from  both  Democrat  and  Republican 
leadership  in  the  House  and  Senate.  The  bill  passed  and  was  signed  by  the  Governor 
creating  the  K-12  School  Renewal  Commission. 
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The  Position  Paper  on  Public  School  Funding  and  Structure... 

•  The  thoughts  of  the  Board  of  Public  Education  are  found  in  the  Position  Paper  on 
Public  School  Funding  and  Structure. 

•  Since  its  initial  inception,  the  goals  have  not  changed  and  have  led  us  to  this 
important  kick  off  today. 

•  Simply  put,  the  vision  of  the  BPE  is  to  assemble  a  group  of  experts  from  across 
Montana  to  work  collaboratively  to  find  solutions  to  four  issues.  By  threading 
together  work  that  has  been  completed  in  the  past,  along  with  new  concepts  and 
ideas,  the  resolution  of  the  issues  may  ultimately  lead  to  the  long  term  solutions 
necessary  to  promote  the  quality  system  of  K-12  public  schools  that  Montanans 
expect  and  support.  The  four  issues  are: 

1 .  Adequacy  of  funding. 

2.  Simplification  of  the  funding  system  so  it  is  understandable. 

3.  Stability,  equity  and  sustainability  of  the  revenue  stream  dedicated  to  support 
the  system. 

4.  Development  of  an  effective,  efficient  delivery  system  of  services  (structure). 

The  end  product  . . .  “An  understandable,  adequately  funded,  sustainable,  efficient 
system  of  public  schools!” 

Making  it  happen... 

Though  simple  in  its  concept,  the  task  ahead  is  daunting  and  requires  the  best  minds  in 
Montana  to  come  together  and  work  together  to  develop  solutions.  The  Board  believes: 

•  The  support  for  accomplishing  our  work  is  demonstrated  in  the  ground  swell  of 
interest  from  Montanans  who  support  quality  public  education  for  our  kids. 

•  Political  agendas  or  other  means  that  hamper  our  progress  will  not  be  welcome  at  this 
table.  We  must  effectively  ‘check  the  guns'  at  the  door  and  sit  as  Montanans  to  find 
what  will  work  the  best  for  all. 

•  The  nature  of  the  Commission  will  be  to  come  to  the  table  with  the  expertise  of  your 
constituency  and  great  background  of  educational  and  taxation  issues,  but  be  fully 
aware  that  to  accomplish  the  tasks  ahead  will  likely  require  everyone  to  give  up 
special  interests  for  the  betterment  of  quality  Montana  education. 

•  Commission  members  must  represent  their  constituency  but  take  time  to  identify 
those  things  that  can  be  allowed  (or  given  up)  by  their  constituency  for  the  collective 
good  of  the  whole. 

I  am  a  lifelong  educator  and  have  spent  more  than  the  past  year  contemplating  the  needs 
outlined  briefly  for  you  today.  From  my  perspective,  there  is  nothing  more  important  that 
we  can  do  with  our  lives,  our  state's  economy,  and  a  stable  future  than  offering  each  child 
in  our  state  access  to  a  high  quality  education  in  our  system  of  public  schools.  1  thank  each 
of  you  before  we  begin  this  journey.  Failure  is  not  an  option  as  we  work  to  develop  a 
system  that  meets  the  education  needs  of  our  state’s  most  precious  resource — the  future! 


Kirk  J.  Miller,  Ed.D. 

Chairman,  Montana  Board  of  Public  Education 
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Montana  Board  of  Public  Education 

Position  Paper  on  Public  School  Funding  and  Structure 


Appendix  E 


The  Constitution  of  Montana,  in  Article  X,  Section  9  created  the  Montana  Board  of  Public 
Education  to  ...  “(3)(a)  ...  exercise  general  supervision  over  the  public  school  system  and 
such  other  educational  institutions  as  assigned  by  law.  ”  Inherent  in  the  general  supervision 
clause  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Board  of  Public  Education  to  provide  leadership  and 
direction  to  the  goal  of  the  people  established  in  Article  X,  Section  1  ...  “(1)  It  is  the  goal  of 
the  people  to  establish  a  system  of  education  which  will  develop  the  full  educational 
potential  of  each  person.  Equality  of  educational  opportunity  is  guaranteed  to  each  person 
of  the  state.  "  Further,  “(3)  The  legislature  shall  provide  a  basic  system  of  free  quality 
public  elementary  and  secondary  schools.  ” 

Based  upon  the  foundation  of  our  Constitution  and  the  need  to  look  at  sustainable  solutions 
to  current  and  future  challenges  in  the  education  of  Montana  students,  the  Montana  Board 
of  Public  Education  proposes  that  the  Governor’s  Office,  the  Montana  Legislature,  and  the 
Board  of  Public  Education  collectively  commit  to  collaboration  in  addressing  the  complex 
issues  facing  Montana  public  education.  Through  this  collaboration,  we  will  work  together 
to  find  broad-based  solutions  to  meets  the  needs  of  Montana  and  its  citizens  in  order  to 
ensure  progress  and  stability  for  K-12  education. 

Considerations: 


The  solutions  to  the  complex  problems  in  the  Montana  public  K-12  education  system, 
including  funding,  require  a  multi-faceted  long-term  approach  which  takes  into  account  the 
need  for  a  quality  system  of  education,  the  ability  of  our  state  and  communities  to  support 
this  need,  and  the  benefit  of  operating  the  education  system  in  an  effective  and  efficient 
manner.  Thus,  it  will  be  essential  to  review  revenues  and  expenditures,  along  with  structure 
and  service  delivery  models  in  this  proposed  analysis. 

The  recently-conducted  school  funding  adequacy  study  outlines  the  need  for  approximately 
$170  million  to  help  provide  our  students  with  a  basic  education  program  that  meets 
minimum  standards  of  quality  outlined  in  the  state  accreditation  standards,  content  and 
performance  standards,  and  federal  requirements.  State  revenue  projections  show  a  deficit 
between  $200  and  $300  million  for  the  coming  biennium.  Current  taxing  jurisdictions  and 
structure  have  been  in  place  in  Montana  for  many  years  with  the  current  system  of  taxation 
often  scrutinized  for  equity  and  fairness. 

It  is  important  that  Montana's  educational  system  and  its  funding  be  comprehensively 
examined  in  a  holistic  manner  and  essential  that  we  work  collectively  and  collaboratively  to 
seek  viable  long-term  solutions,  rather  than  limiting  study  to  those  issues  and  considerations 
put  forth  by  special  interest  groups.  To  make  progress  it  will  be  essential  that  all 
participants  set  aside  partisanship  and  vested  interests  to  reach  accord  on  a  fair,  sustainable 
system  that  will  set  a  direction  for  public  education  that  successfully  serves  Montana's 
present  and  future  needs. 


K-12  School  Renewal  Commission  Report  -  Appendix 


Recommendations: 


The  Montana  Board  of  Public  Education  requests  that  a  group  with  broad  educational  and 
taxation  expertise  be  assembled  to  analyze  and  make  recommendations  to  the  Governor's 
Office,  Legislature,  and  the  Board  of  Public  Education.  Although  other  issues  and  concerns 
may  arise  throughout  this  proposed  study,  it  is  the  recommendation  of  the  Board  of  Public 
Education  that  the  group  consider  the  following  issues  and  identify  appropriate  solutions: 

1 .  The  development  of  a  school  funding  system  with  the  intent  of  simplifying  the  current 
system,  including  the  analysis  of  funding  school  district  base  budgets  via  statewide 
distribution  of  a  different  taxation  mechanism  developed  out  of  tax  reform  initiatives, 
which: 

•  May  include  a  combination  of  property  taxes  and  other  taxes  dedicated  to  education 
along  with  other  sources  of  existing  or  potential  sources  of  revenue. 

•  Should  eliminate  the  concept  of  winners  and  losers  via  increases  and  decreases  in 
property  taxes  (i.e.,  everyone  pays  their  fair  share). 

•  Must  include  funding  necessary  to  address  the  adequacy  of  educational  needs. 

2.  The  investigation  of  options  to  redistribute  state  funds  to  a  more  efficient  system, 

which: 

•  Should  seek  to  eliminate  scenarios  that  go  against  the  common  sense  of  the  needs  of 
students  and  the  ability  of  taxpayers  to  meet  those  needs. 

•  Must  include  funding  necessary  to  address  the  adequacy  of  educational  needs. 

3.  The  examination  of  potential  structures/systems  that  would  be  more  efficient  than  the 
currently  established  school  district  boundaries,  which: 

•  Should  examine  Education  Service  District  concept  to  provide  regional 
administrative  services,  professional  development  services,  curriculum 
development,  clerk  and  school  finance  services,  purchasing  of  supplies  and 
materials,  insurance,  and  transportation. 

•  Should  investigate  a  revised  administrative  structure  for  K-12  education  across 
Montana. 

The  Board  of  Public  Education  commits  to  joining  the  Governor  and  Legislature  as  full 
partners  in  this  process  and,  as  so,  to  participate  in  the  selection  of  a  broad-based  panel 
having  expertise  in  taxation  and  education  issues  that  will  analyze  the  recommendations, 
and  to  help  further  outline  the  meaning  and  description  of  the  recommendations  forwarded 
to  the  experts. 

We  respectfully  await  your  review  and  response  to  these  recommendations  and  the 
possibility  of  a  “call  to  action”  in  solving  the  challenges  facing  education  in  Montana  at  the 
current  time. 


Prepared  by  the  Montana  Board  of  Public  Education  1 1/22/02 
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Appendix  F 


School  Renewal  Commission:  Defining  a  Basic  Education _ 10/13/03 


Thoughts  to  be  considered  by  the  Commission  regarding  the  question: 


What  is  the  definition  of  a  basic  system  of  free,  quality  public  elementary  and 
secondary  education  in  Montana? 

Key  Issues  to  Consider: 

Montana  Accreditation  Standards 

Those  rules  responsible  for  establishing  and  maintaining  the  basic  level  of  education 
for  public  schools  in  Montana. 

Accreditation  Standards  were  reviewed  and  revised  in  1999-2000  by  the  Montana 
Accreditation  Task  Force.  Line-by  line  consideration  of  the  previous  document 
resulted  in  the  changes  recommended  after  careful,  deliberate  discussion.  The 
Board  of  Public  Education  followed  the  established  public  hearing  process  and 
finally  adopted  the  changes  in  2001 . 

Chapter  55  -  General  Accreditation  Standards 

General  provisions  -  Procedures  -  5YCEP,  definitions,  variance  to  standards, 
categories  of  accreditation  [regular,  regular  w/minor  deviation,  advice, 
deficiency  w/assistance,  nonaccredited],  performance  based  accreditation 
[flexible  School  Improvement  Plan  process] 

School  leadership  -  Certification  (qualifications)  requirements  and  duties  of 
superintendent,  principal,  teachers,  and  specialist  staff;  class  size 
requirements,  professional  development 
Educational  opportunity  -  Climate,  equity,  access,  Gifted  and  Talented,  Special 
Education 

Academic  requirements  -  Definition  of  basic  education  program  for 
elementary,  middle  grades  and  high  school;  graduation  requirements, 
distance  learning,  school  facilities 

Program  area  standards  [guidance  in  identifying  subject  matter  and  degrees  of 
sophistication  to  be  emphasized  at  each  level  of  the  education  program]  - 
Cross-content  and  thinking  skills,  program  foundation  standards,  and 
program  delivery  standards  by  learner  area 

Chapter  54  -  Content  and  Performance  Standards 

Standards  revision  process,  which  took  place  from  1997-2001,  built  a  common 
set  of  standards,  a  framework,  for  all  Montana  students.  These  standards 
are  to  be  used  by  school  districts  to  develop  local  curriculum  and 
assessment  in  all  content  areas  [Communication  arts  (reading,  English 
language,  second  language,  literature,  writing,  listening,  speaking),  fine  arts, 
guidance,  health  enhancement,  library  media,  mathematics,  media,  science, 
social  studies,  technology,  and  vocational/practical  arts] 

Define  the  general  knowledge  of  what  all  students  should  know,  understand  and 
be  able  to  do  in  each  subject  area. 


K-12  School  Renewal  Commission  Report  -  Appendix 


Sets  specific  expectations  for  student  learning  at  3  benchmarks  along  the  K-12 
continuum.  These  benchmarks  are  at  the  end  of  forth  grade,  eighth  grade, 
and  upon  graduation. 

Performance  standards  describe  student  expectation  of  performance  at  each  of 
the  benchmarks  at  four  performance  levels:  Advanced,  proficient,  nearing 
proficiency,  and  novice. 

The  content  standards,  benchmarks,  and  corresponding  performance  levels 
provide  teachers,  parents,  students,  and  the  public  with  a  clear 
understanding  of  what  students  are  expected  to  learn  and  how  well  they  are 
able  to  apply  their  learning. 

Chapter  56  -  Student  Assessment 

Rules  for  state-level  assessment  in  public  schools  and  those  private  schools 
seeking  accreditation. 

These  rules  will  be  affected  by  the  new  NCLB  (ESEA  2001)  act. 

Chapter  57  -  Licensure 

To  effect  an  orderly  and  uniform  system  of  teacher  and  specialist  certification, 
the  Board  of  Public  Education  shall,  upon  the  recommendation  of  the 
superintendent  of  public  instruction  and  in  accordance  with  the  provision  of 
this  title,  prescribe  and  adopt  policies  for  the  issuance  of  teacher  or 
specialist  certificates. 

Underwent  revision  by  the  Chapter  57  Task  Force  during  2000-2002  with  final 
adoption  by  the  board  of  public  education,  based  upon  recommendations 
and  public  hearings,  in  2002.  Increased  flexibility  of  licensure  while 
upholding  the  quality  Montanan's  expect. 

Chapter  58  -  Professional  Educator  Preparation  Program  Standards  (PEPPS) 

Standards  for  the  approval/accreditation  of  educator  preparation  units.  First 
established  in  1979,  the  board  of  public  education  has  revised  and  amended 
the  standards  in  1984,  1989,  1994,  and  2000. 

The  review  and  revision  of  these  standards  and  procedures  is  a  deliberative  and 
thorough  process  that  happens  on  a  5-year  cycle.  The  next  cycle  for  review 
began  on  September  23,  2003  when  the  PEPPS  Review  Advisory  Panel  met 
for  the  1st  time  to  begin  discussion  of  the  process  for  recommendations  in 
2005. 

The  guiding  principles  of  the  process  include:  Quality,  equity,  diversity,  and 
currency  with  nationally  recognized  standards. 

Court  Decisions 

•  1989  Equity  Lawsuit  Case.  Appealed  to  the  state  Supreme  Court.  One  of  the 
findings  determined  that  “the  Montana  School  Accreditation  Standards  are 
minimum  standards  only,  and  do  not  provide  the  basis  for  defining  quality 
education.” 

•  1992  Sherlock  Decision.  Resulted  from  a  legislative  challenge  to  the  Board’s  rule 
making  authority.  Opinion  delivered  by  the  court  was  in  favor  of  the  Board’s 
inviolate  constitutional  rule-making  authority. 

Adequacy  and  Education  Finance 

•  Educational  clause  language  (in  Montana  -  quality  is  in  the  language)  in  state 
constitutions  has  led  to  litigation  in  many  states.  A  great  deal  of  work  has  been 
done  over  the  past  15-20  years  in  determining  what  an  adequate  education  entails 
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by  engaging  in  standards  based  reform  and  looks  at  methodologies  that  are 
intended  to  determine  adequate  education  finance  systems. 

•  In  2001-02,  a  group  of  educational  entities  (led  by  the  Montana  School  Board 
Association)  commissioned  Augenblick  and  Myers  to  engage  in  a  study  designed  to 
determine  the  funding  levels  necessary  for  different  school  districts  to  produce 
specific  levels  of  education,  or  an  adequate  education.  The  Professional  Judgement 
approach  was  used. 

•  The  study  results  were  published  in  August  of  2002. 

Legislation 

•  The  most  recent  legislation  intended  to  define  “quality  public  elementary  and 
secondary  schools”  was  introduced  by  Senator  Glaser  during  the  58th  Legislative 
Session  (2003).  Senate  Bill  411  attempted  to  go  beyond  the  basic  accreditation 
standards  and  define  what  schools  should  teach  or  provide. 

•  Amendments  were  offered  but  ultimately  the  bill  did  not  make  it  through  the 
session. 

Where  we  go  from  here  is  a  charge  and  responsibility  of  the  School  Renewal  Commission! 


Prepared  by  Kirk  J.  Miller,  Chairman  Montana  BPE  10/13/03 


K-12  School  Renewal  Commission  Report  -  Appendix 


■ 

It  wi  tvV  •  #  lb  o»  If  ' W  <*  tejjl’  "a  «•■  • '" 

■ 


K- 12  School 


Appendix  6 


Work  Plan  and  Ground  Rules  for  the 
School  Renewal  Commission  (HB  736) 
Adopted  August  18,  2003 


1.0  Introduction 

1 .  The  purpose  of  this  document  is  to  set  out  the  common  expectations  of  the 
participants  and  agencies  involved  in  this  Commission  and  provide  a  framework 
that  guides  what  the  Commission  wants  to  accomplish  and  how  it  will  function. 

2.  Upon  adoption,  each  participant  in  the  Commission  agrees  to  use  this  agreement  - 
which  may  be  amended  by  consensus  of  the  Commission  as  the  work  moves 
forward. 

2.0  Purpose/Results  of  the  Commission 

1.  HB  736  establishes  a  K-12  public  school  renewal  commission  to  propose  changes 
and  new  provisions  regarding  several  components  of  K-12  public  education  in 
Montana,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

(a)  the  revenue  available  for  public  education; 

(b)  the  structure  of  school  district  governance; 

(c)  the  methods  of  funding  public  education; 

(d)  the  role  of  the  state  government  in  public  education;  and 

(e)  the  role  of  the  federal  government  in  public  education. 

2.  The  Commission  shall  submit  a  final  report  of  is  finding  and  recommendations  to 
the  education  and  local  government  interim  committee  by  September  15,  2004. 

3.  The  Commission  may  recommend  legislation  to  the  59th  legislature  based  on  the 
Commission’s  findings. 

4.  If  the  commission  desires  to  address  additional  issues  beyond  those  addressed  in 
section  2.1,  the  commission  will  use  the  decision  making  process  defined  in  section 
6. 

3.0  Inclusive  Participation  in  This  Public  Process 

From  time  to  time,  a  jointly  agreed  upon  summary  statement  on  the  progress  of  the 
Commission  may  be  distributed  to  the  media,  general  public  and/or  other  interested 
stakeholders  by  the  Governor’s  Office  and  the  Board  of  Public  Education. 

Draft  meeting  summaries  will  be  distributed  within  a  week  to  commission  members  and 
you  will  have  72  hours  to  respond. 

Each  Commission  member  will  speak  to  the  media  on  their  own  perspectives,  or  on  the 
consensus  perspectives  of  the  Commission.  No  participant  will  characterize  the  views  of 
any  other  Commission  participant  in  the  media. 

The  following  twenty-eight  participants  are  hereby  appointed  as  of  (8/4/03)  to  serve  for  the 
period  from  August  2003  through  September  15,  2004.  Each  participant  may  choose  one 
consistent  alternate  to  stay  up-to-date  with  the  Commission’s  work  from  the  beginning  of 
the  process  and  participate  in  consensus  “votes”  in  the  absence  of  the  appointed  member. 
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Alternates  are  expected  to  closely  follow  progress  of  the  Commission  from  beginning  to 
end.  Alternates  will  be  identified  at  the  September  8th  meeting  and  copies  of  all  materials 
will  be  provided  to  all  alternates. 

All  members  retain  the  right  to  withdraw  with  an  explanation  to  the  Commission  about 
why.  Early  in  the  process,  any  member  unable  to  fully  participate  is  expected  to  suggest 
another  person  who  could  fairly  represent  similar  perspectives  (to  maintain  on  the 
Commission). 

Permanent  Commission  replacements  will  be  selected  by  the  representing  organizations. 
The  Core  Group  will  choose  at  large  member  replacements. 

When  possible,  the  public  will  be  made  aware  of  opportunities  to  participate  in  the  process 
through  Commission  members  being  available  to  give  progress  reports  and  listen  to 
concerns  and  answer  questions.  All  Commission  members  will  be  notified  when  such 
events  are  scheduled. 

Public  Comment  rules  will  be  followed  at  all  public  meetings  of  the  commission. 


NAME 

AFFILIATION 

ROLE 

CITY 

Allen 

Keith 

Montana  AFL/CIO 

Representing  Organized  labor 

East  Helena 

Christiansen 

Carter 

At-large 

Miles  City 

Coulter 

Lorri 

At-large 

Day 

Cathy 

Montana  PTA 

Representing  parents 

Great  Falls 

Engellant 

Erik 

Great  Falls  High  School 

Representing  students 

Great  Falls 

Feaver 

Eric 

MEA/MFT 

Representing  teachers 

Helena 

Fitzpatrick 

John 

Montana  Taxpayers 

Assoc. 

Representing  taxpayers 

Helena 

Gibson 

Steve 

Mt.  Department  of 
Corrections 

Representing  youth  correctional 
facilities 

Helena 

Johnson 

Steve 

Bozeman  School  District 

Representing  school  business 
officials/MASBO 

Bozeman 

Juneau 

Rep.  Carol 

Montana  Indian  Education 
Assoc. 

Representing  American  Indian 
education 

Browning 

Keenan 

Sen.  Bob 

Senate  President 

Senate  &  Core  group 

Big  Fork 

Laferriere 

Ron 

Special  Education 

Director 

Representing  special  needs 
education/PLUK/AGATE/. 

Bozeman 

Lund 

Tim 

Montana  Association  of 
Realtors 

Representing  the  business  community 

Hamilton 

McCulloch 

Linda 

Superintendent  of  Public 
Instruction 

Core  Group 

Helena 

McNeil 

John 

Superintendent  of  Savage 
Public  Schools 

Representing  Rural  Schools/MREA 

Savage 

McSpadden 

Carmen 

Trustee,  Anderson  School 
district 

Representing  school  boards  of 
trustees/MTSBA 

Bozeman 

Messinger 

Bruce 

Superintendent,  Helena 
Public  Schools, 
MTSBA/SAM 

Representing  large  schools 

Helena 

Miller 

Kirk 

Chair,  Board  of  Public 
Education 

Core  group 

Havre 

Mood 

Doug 

Speaker  of  the  House 

Representing  the  House 

Core  group 

Seeley  Lake 

Murray 

Robert 

Mt.  Indian  School  Board 
Caucus 

Indian  Education 

At-Large 

Poplar 

Nicosia 

Mike 

Superintendent  of 
Columbia  Falls  Public 
Schools 

Representing  education  groups 

Columbia  Falls 

Ohs 

Lt.  Gov. 

Karl 

Lt.  Governor's  Office 

Representing  the  Governor’s  Office  & 
Core  group 

Helena/ 

Harrison 
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Raser 

Rep.  Holly 

Montana  House 

House  &  Core  group 

Missoula 

Rud 

Darrell 

Executive  Director  of 
School  Administrators  of 
Montana 

Representing  school  administrators 

Helena 

Ryan 

Sen.  Don 

Montana  Senate 

Senate  &  Core  group 

Great  Falls 

Seilstad 

Scott 

Farmer  and  schools 
trustee 

Representing 

agriculture/MFB/MGA/MFU/MSA 

Denton 

Waber 

Jules 

Powell  County 
Superintendent 

Representing  local  government 

Deer  Lodge 

Wagman 

Rep.  Pat 

Montana  House 

At-large 

Livingston 

Evaluation  of  progress  will  be  made  by  Commission  members  themselves  (they  will 

jointly  evaluate  whether  or  not  they  are  making  acceptable  progress)  at  the  end  of  each 

agenda  and  noted  adjustments  made  in  the  meeting  summary. 

4.0  Ground  Rules 

1 .  Members  will  recognize  the  legitimacy  of  the  concerns  and  interests  of  others,  whether 
or  not  they  are  in  agreement  with  them. 

2.  Members  will  seek  to  clearly  state  their  own  (and/or  their  organizations’)  concerns  and 
interests,  listen  carefully  to  others  and  explore  issues  from  all  points  of  view  before 
forming  respective  conclusions. 

3.  Members  accept  the  responsibility  to  come  to  meetings  prepared  for  discussion,  and 
to  educate  themselves  and  their  constituents  on  the  issues. 

4.  Members  will  seek  to  share  discussion  time,  encouraging  everyone  to  fully 
participate. 

5.  Members  will  enter  into  dialogue  with  the  intent  to  identify  areas  of  agreement 
wherever  possible  but  also  to  clarify  differences  when  this  occurs,  listening  carefully, 
sharing  discussion  time,  asking  questions,  educating  each  other  and  searching  for 
common  understanding. 

5.0  Commission  Decision  Making 

1 .  The  Commission  will  seek  consensus  on  recommendations.  For  this  Commission, 
consensus  is  defined  as  follows.  When  at  least  20  of  the  28  Commission  members  or 
alternates  are  present  when  the  meeting  is  convened,  and  each  member  present  can  say 
they  support  recommendations  that  address  the  range  of  issues  being  discussed. 

When  less  than  20  members  are  present  at  a  meeting,  the  discussion  may  continue,  but 
consensus  decisions  will  be  deferred  until  a  meeting  convenes  with  at  least  20  members 
present.  Absent  members  are  responsible  outside  of  meetings  to  be  briefed  on 
information  covered  in  a  meeting.  The  participants  may  not  agree  with  all  aspects  of  an 
agreement;  but  they  do  not  disagree  enough  to  warrant  their  opposition  to  the  overall 
package.  “Support”  means  the  members  each  put  their  thumbs  up  or  sideways  and  no 
member  puts  their  thumb  down. 

2.  If  a  commission  member  cannot  attend  or  is  called  out  during  a  meeting,  the  member 
may  give  their  proxy  interests  to  another  member  of  the  commission. 

3.  Notice  of  required  absence  will  be  given  24  hours  in  advance. 

4.  Should  any  member  disagree,  they  are  responsible  to: 

a.  Explain  the  reason  or  reasons  for  the  disagreement;  and 

b.  Propose  a  constructive  alternative  that  seeks  to  accommodate  all  affected  interests. 

5.  Method.  When  the  time  is  ripe  to  check  for  agreement,  each  Commission  member  OR 
alternate  will  either  put  their  thumbs  up,  sideways,  or  down. 
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Thumbs  UP  means: 

I  agree  and  will  support  this  recommendation  (or 

process  step  or  whatever  the  question  is  at  hand) 

Thumbs  SIDEWAYS  means: 

I’m  neutral  or  may  not  prefer  this 
recommendation  or  action  but  I  will  support  it, 

either  because  it’s  not  important  enough  to  block,  or 
because  it  seems  to  be  the  best  solution  at  this  time 
and  we  reached  a  conclusion  fairly  and  deliberately 
on  this. 

Thumbs  DOWN  means: 

I  cannot  support  this  recommendation  or  action, 

but  here  is  my  suggestion  on  how  the  Commission 
might  move  past  or  address  this  disagreement  or 
impasse. 

Fallback.  When  and  if  the  Commission  has  tried  in  good  faith,  but  is  still  unable  to  reach 
consensus  and  still  wants  to  deliver  a  recommendation  on  the  issue  or  issues  at  hand,  the 
fallback  is  to  deliver  a  succinct  description  of  points  of  agreement  and  disagreement. 

6.0  Neutral  Facilitator 

Kathy  A.  van  Hook  of  the  Montana  Consensus  Council  was  confirmed  by  the  Commission 
as  an  acceptable  neutral  facilitator  for  this  Commission  at  the  August  4,  2003  meeting  of 
the  Commission.  The  facilitator's  role  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to: 

1 .  Help  the  participants  design  an  appropriate  agreement  building  process. 

2.  Serve  as  an  independent  process  manager  with  responsibility  to  the  Commission. 

3.  Develop  agendas  and  materials  Commission  members  in  advance  of  each  meeting. 

6.  Be  the  Commission’s  scribe  to  record  areas  of  agreement,  areas  of  disagreement  and 
strategies  for  implementation. 

7.  Facilitate  meetings  by  enforcing  the  ground  rules  adopted  by  the  Commission,  focusing 
the  energy  of  the  Commission  on  a  common  task,  offering  options  for  moving  forward 
when  appropriate. 

8.  Meet  with  participants  in  private  when  needed,  holding  confidential  statements 
confidential. 

9.  Conduct  a  participant  evaluation  of  the  process  and  its  outcomes  at  the  end  of  the 
Commission's  work. 

MCC  is  impartial  and  nonpartisan;  it  is  not  an  advocate  for  any  particular  interest  or 
outcome.  Its  mission  is  to  help  citizens  and  officials  build  agreements  and  resolve  conflict 
on  public  policy  issues.  Since  its  creation,  MCC  has  helped  citizens  and  officials  solve 
problems  related  to  the  delivery  of  public  mental  health  services,  instream  uses  of  water, 
public  access  to  state  school  trust  lands,  federal  land  management,  and  other  issues. 

-END- 
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Appendix  H 


Work  Plan 

School  Renewal  Commission  (HB  736) 

October  10,  2003 


DATE 

ACTIVITIES  (subject  to  change) 

Preparation  Needed 

OUTCOME(S) 

8/18/03 

Organizational  meeting  to  revise 
and  adopt  the  ground  rules  &  work 
plan.  Introductory  grounding  in 
process  and  relationships. 

Draft  ground  rules  for 
review  to  staff  and 
Commission  members. 

Adopt  Ground  Rules  & 
Work  Plan  (this 
document).  Increase 
understanding  of 
participant’s  interests 
public  schools  in 
Montana. 

9/8/03 

Identify  two  issues  that  the 
Commission  will  address  and  what 
information  will  be  needed. 

Line  up  resource 
people  to  present 
overview  and  have 
copies  of  handouts 
available  to 
commission  members 
in  advance  of  meeting. 
The  Commission  will 
consider  key  questions 
they  have,  why  it’s 
important  to  answer 
those  questions,  what 
data  is  needed  to 
answer  those  questions 
from  where ,  by  whom 
and  whether  or  not  it’s 
practical  to  answer 
those  questions  by  the 
next  meeting  date. 

Overview  information 
presented  on  issues  2. 1 
(b)  &  (c).  Commission 
discussion  of  info. 

9/29/03 

Identify  2-3  issues  that  the 
Commission  will  address  and  what 
information  will  be  needed 

Line  up  resource 
people  and  have  copies 
of  handouts  available 
to  commission 
members  in  advance  of 
meeting. 

There  will  be  more 
mutual  understanding 
about  the  issues  and 
data  needed  to  make 
recommendations.  In 
addition,  points  of 
disagreement  will  be 
more  sharply  defined 
by  the  Commission 
with  strategies  to 
address  those  points  of 
disagreement  or  set 
them  aside  (agree  to 
disagree). 

10/13/03 

Discussion  of- What  is  the 
definition  of  a  basic  system  of  free, 
quality  public  elementary  and 
secondary  education  in  Montana? 
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11/3/03 

How  can  the  basic  system  be 
provided?  Work  on  options. 
Consider  criteria  for  narrowing 
options.  Seek  preliminary 
agreement. 

1 1/24/03 

Discussion  of  -  Do  we  have  a  system 
that  is  providing  adequate 
education  to  every  student  in 
Montana? 

12/08/03 

What  are  options  for  providing  an 
adequate  education.  Consider 
criteria  for  narrowing  options.  Seek 
preliminary  agreement 

Jan,  "04 

Discussion  of  -  Do  we  have 
adequate  funding  to  fund  public 
education.  Are  we  providing  it 
now? 

Feb.  "04 

W  hat  are  options  for  providing 
adequate  funding  to  fund  public 
education.  Consider  criteria  for 
narrowing  options.  Seek 
preliminary  agreement. 

Late  Feb. 
‘04 

What  is  the  states’  obligation  to 
provide  a  quality  public  education 
to  all  students  in  MT? 

March 

‘04 

What  are  the  states’  options  to  meet 
its  obligation.  Consider  criteria  for 
narrowing  options.  Seek 
preliminary  agreement. 

- 

Late 

March 

‘04 

Discussion  of  how  to  develop  a 
predictable  and  sustainable  system 
of  funding. 

April  ‘04 

Explore  options  for  developing  a 
predictable  and  sustainable  system 
of  funding.  Consider  criteria  for 
narrowing  options.  Seek 
preliminary  agreement. 

Late 

April  ‘ 

04 

Discussion  of  -  How  do  we  develop 
a  simpler,  more  understandable 
svstem  than  we  current  have? 

May  ‘04 

Develop  criteria  and  apply  to 
options  generated.  Seek 
preliminary  agreement 

Late  May 
‘04 

Discussion  of  -  Is  there  a  problem 
with  having  the  current  structure  of 
local  and  state  governance? 

June  ‘04 

Develop  options  for  addressing 
structure.  Consider  criteria  for 
narrowing  options.  Seek 
preliminary  agreement. 

Late  June 
‘04 

Discussion  of  -  Is  there  a  problem 
with  the  tax  svstem? 

July  ‘04 

Develop  options  for  addressing 
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problems  with  the  tax  system. 
Consider  criteria  for  narrowing 
options.  Seek  preliminary 
agreement. 

Aug.  k04 

Discussion  of  other  need  questions 
that  arise.  Draft  written 
recommendations 

Review  draft  recommendations 

9/15/04 

Submit  final  report  of 
findings  and 
recommendation  to  the 
education  and  local 
government  interim 
committee. 
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Appendix  I 


Components  of  Quality  -  above  accreditation  standards 

1 )  Professional  development  of  staff. 

2)  Facilities  improved  to  accommodate  technology  and  maintenance  of 
facilities. 

3)  Extra-curricular  programs. 

4)  Ability  of  school  to  deal  with  gifted,  talented  and  special  education  without 
impacting  core  education. 

5)  Co-op  effort  to  bring  in  art  and  different  topics  that  smaller  schools  camiot 
access. 

6)  Defined  by  product  -  graduates  who  can  do  what  you  expect  them  to  do. 

7)  Strengthen  early  childhood  education. 

8)  School  dropout  alternative  options.  Flexibility  for  new  ways  of  teaching  and 
learning. 

9)  Basic  issue  -  to  graduate  from  high  school. 

10)  Article  10  -  Section  1  -  (2)  in  curriculum. 

11)  Programs  to  support  our  kids.  Support  staff  have  been  cut  significantly. 

12)  Appropriate  parent  involvement  in  classroom  and  learning. 

13)  Security  and  safety  of  children 

14)  See  schools  become  more  parent  friendly.  Parents  feel  intimidated. 

15)  Challenge  our  kids  more.  Today  students  apply  for  college  online  and  some 
don’t  know  how. 

16)  Expansion  of  measurement  of  outcomes. 

17)  Performance  based  budget.  Lack  accountability. 

1 8)  All  students  should  have  the  same  opportunity  to  be  involved  in  subjects  of 
interest  to  them. 

19)  Accreditation  standards  are  not  quality-  quality  is  much  more  than  just 
accreditation  standards 

20)  Adequate  teaching  tools,  materials  and  equipment. 

21)  Vision  statement  -  perhaps  we  could  come  up  with  to  help 
define  quality. 

22)  Quality  educators  -  recruit  and  retain  the  best. 

23)  Quality  is  harder  to  achieve  with  reduced  finances. 

24)  Accountability  is  essential.  No  simple  measurement 

25)  Adequate  time  for  teachers  to  teach. 

26)  School  lunches  and  breakfasts.  To  be  able  to  learn  most  effectively, 
students  must  have  proper  nutrition. 

27)  School  nurses  -  school  health. 

28)  People  to  step  in  to  help  children  in  need  -  school  social  workers  and  others. 

Generated  at  the  October  13,  2003  meeting  of  the  Commission. 
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Appendix  K 

School  Renewal  Commission 
Parking  Lot 
As  of  August  16,  2004 

Parking  Lot  Item:  Quality  Infrastructure 

□  Facilities:  pending  further  information 

□  2001  School  Funding  Advisory  Council  Structure  of  School  Funds  Working  Group 
Report 

□  Transportation:  pending  further  information 

Parking  Lot  Item:  Remove  Barriers  to  Efficiency 

□  Lack  of  clarity  in  law  with  regards  to  consolidation  of  K-12  districts 

Recommendation:  Provisions  for  consolidation  of  one  K-12  district  with  another 
K-12  district  need  to  be  included  in  statute  wherever  they  are  currently  absent. 
Specifically,  K-12  districts  should  be  able  to  consolidate  with  another  K-12  without 
having  to  first  dissolve.  The  committee  believes  that  the  K-12  structure  is  the  most 
efficient  school  district  structure  and  does  not  recommend  allowing  K-12  districts 
to  be  dissolved  to  consolidate  with  a  stand  alone  elementary  district. 

□  Lack  of  clarity  in  law  about  appointment  of  new  school  board  for  high  school 
or  K-12  consolidations 

Recommendation:  Immediately  following  voter  approval  of  consolidation 
(elementary,  high  school,  and  K-12)  a  Joint  Board,  composed  of  the  existing  school 
boards  of  the  separate  districts,  would  be  formed  to  deal  with  transition  issues  and 
would  serve  as  the  governing  board  of  the  newly  consolidated  district  from  the  July 
1  effective  date  of  the  consolidation  until  the  next  regular  school  trustee  election. 

At  that  election  the  appropriate  number  of  trustees  for  the  new  district  would  be 
elected  by  the  voters  of  the  new  district,  with  the  lengths  of  terms  to  be  assigned  by 
drawing  of  lots. 

□  Lack  of  clarity  in  law  about  effective  date  of  dissolution  of  existing  districts 
and  formation  of  new  consolidated  district 

Recommendation:  Consolidated  Districts  become  official  entities  on  July  lsl 
Following  the  successful  vote  on  consolidation  in  each  district. 

□  Lack  of  clarity  in  law  with  regards  to  the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  new 
and  old  boards  of  trustees  during  transition  period 
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Recommendation:  Existing  District  Boards  continue  duties  and  perform  closeout 
duties  until  July  1st.  The  new  Consolidated  School  Board  (Joint  Board)  address  all 
planning  issues  related  to  the  operation  of  the  new  district  effective  July  1st. 
(Budgeting,  contracting,  staffing,  etc.) 


□  Lack  of  clarity  in  law  about  the  status  of  building  reserve  and  technology 
levies  in  the  event  of  a  consolidation 

Recommendation:  Any  ongoing  building  reserve  and  technology  depreciation 
levies  would  accrue  to  and  become  the  responsibility  of  the  newly  formed  district 
as  a  whole  in  the  same  dollar  amounts  that  were  originally  approved. 

□  Lack  of  clarity  in  law  about  tenure  and  bargaining  status  of  successor  district 

Recommendation:  Staff  (certified  and  non-certified)  is  covered  adequately  in 
existing  law.  The  committee  does  not  recommend  any  statutory  changes  to  address 
bargaining  agreements  for  the  successor  district.  Collective  bargaining  of  a  new 
agreement  should  be  left  to  management  and  labor  in  the  consolidated  district 
under  applicable  labor  laws  and  under  the  guidance  of  the  Board  of  Personnel 
Appeals. 

□  Is  the  existence  of  two  separate  processes  for  combining  districts  (annexation 
and  consolidation)  a  barrier? 

Recommendation:  Leave  both  Annexation  and  Consolidation  processes 
Available  as  they  exist  in  current  law.  The  separate  processes  are  needed  to 
Address  differences  in  district  needs. 

□  Is  the  option  of  consolidating  or  annexing  with  or  without  assumption  of 
bonded  indebtedness  a  barrier? 

Recommendation:  Consolidation  and  annexation  should  only  be  allowed  with  the 
assumption  of  bonded  indebtedness.  The  question  of  with  or  with  out  assumption 
of  bonded  indebtedness  can  taint  the  process  as  the  new  consolidated  district  is 
being  considered  to  serve  all  the  students  and  the  capital  projects  to  be  used  should 
be  decided  by  the  new  consolidated  board. 

□  Is  the  requirement  for  a  vote  a  barrier  to  consolidation? 

Recommendation:  After  much  deliberation  the  committee  feels  a  vote  by  each 
district  is  needed  for  annexation. 

□  Would  it  be  a  good  idea  to  allow  a  period  of  time  during  which 
‘‘deconsolidation”  could  occur? 

Recommendation:  Consolidations  should  be  final.  The  technical  issues  involved 
with  de-consolidating  districts  would  be  great.  Current  laws  governing  co¬ 
operative  agreements  between  districts  allow  districts  ample  opportunity  to 
experiment  with  the  sharing  of  programs  and  staff  prior  to  deciding  to  consolidate. 
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Districts  can  share  administration,  staff,  programs,  etc.  without  consolidation. 
Cooperative  sponsorships  of  athletic  programs  also  allow  districts  to  explore 
consolidation  with  out  having  to  take  the  final  binding  step. 

□  Does  the  phasing  out  of  two  basic  entitlements  over  6  years  for  a  consolidated 
district  work  against  consolidation? 

Recommendation:  Retain  existing  law. 

□  Does  the  current  school  funding  structure  (especially  the  basic  entitlement) 
constitute  a  disincentive  for  districts  to  combine? 

Recommendation:  The  Renewal  Commission  as  it  examines  school  funding 
Needs  to  make  sure  that  there  are  not  disincentives  to  consolidation  built  into 
Any  new  funding  system. 

Parking  Lot  Item:  Regionalization  of  school  services 

The  Regionalization  Working  Group  strongly  views  regional  education  service 
agencies  as  a  key  component  in  restructuring  and  renewing  public  education  in 
Montana.  Through  hours  of  deliberate  discussion,  research,  and  analysis  of  ESA's 
in  other  states,  working  group  members  have  determined  that  intensive  study  of  this 
issue  is  warranted,  as  the  potential  benefits  of  an  effective  ESA  system 
Enhanced  opportunities  for  students  and  educators 

More  streamlined  and  effective  partnerships  between  state  and  local  education 
governance  significant  cost  savings;  and 

greater  accountability,  communication,  and  coordination  between  local  school 
districts. 

We  urge  the  renewal  commission  to  support  our  ongoing  effort  to  study  and 
develop  a  regional,  education  service  agency  proposal  that  best  serves  the  students, 
educators,  and  people  of  Montana. 

Parking  Lot  Item:  Revenue  and  Taxation  Modernization 

□  Implement  a  statewide  equalization  plan  with  an  emphasis  on  homeowner  equity 
and  uniform  property  taxation. 

□  Fund  the  base  budget  using  statewide  equalization. 

□  Use  weighted  guaranteed  tax  base  (GTB)  or  power  equalization  to  fund  80-100% 
of  budget. 

□  A  balanced  taxation  approach  that  includes  existing  statewide  taxes  such  as 
property  taxes,  income  taxes,  and  natural  resource  taxes  and  also  considers  new 
revenue  such  as  a  general  statewide  sales  tax  to  be  used  as  a  mechanism  for 
equalization. 

□  A  balanced  taxation  approach  that  includes  existing  taxes  such  as  property  taxes, 
income  taxes,  and  natural  resource  taxes  and  also  considers  new  revenue  such  as  a 
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general  statewide  sales  tax  should  be  used  as  a  mechanism  for  funding  quality 
public  schools. 

Parking  Lot  Item:  Modern  Funding  System 

At-Risk  Students  Discussion  as  per  July  19  th  minutes.  Wagman/Messinger 
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Appendix  N 


SCHOOL  RENEWAL  COMMISSION 
REGIONALIZATION  WORKING  GROUP 
PEER  STATES  DISCUSSION 
JUNE  14,  2004 


ITEM  1  Introductions 

•  Dr.  Edward  Schmitt  -  Oregon  Multnomah  ESD 

•  Ron  Fiedler  -  Iowa  Grant  Wood  Area  Educational  Agency  10 

•  Jack  Harmon  -  Arizona  Pinal  County  Education  Service  Agency  (Pinal  Co.  School 
Supt.  Office) 

•  Wayne  Bell  -  Nebraska  Educational  Service  Unit  10 

•  Brian  Talbott  -  Executive  Director  of  AESA. 

•  Kirk  Miller,  Kris  Goss,  Bruce  Messinger,  Steve  Meloy,  Erik  Burke,  Linda 
Peterson,  Cathy  Day,  Holly  Raser,  Ron  Laferriere,  Dave  Puyear,  Jules  Waber,  Bud 
Williams,  Madalyn  Quinlan. 

ITEM  2  Overview  and  Goals 

•  Brief  description  of  the  School  Renewal  Commission  effort  in  Montana  and  the 
work  of  the  Regionalization  Working  Group  given  by  Kirk  Miller. 

•  Discuss  with  Peer  states  the  concepts  of  regionalization  that  are  working  for  their 
school  children. 

•  Goal  is  to  begin  to  determine  which  of  the  discussion  areas  will  work  in  Montana, 
to  make  connections  with  peer  states  for  future  assistance,  and  to  further  establish 
services  and  governance  structure  that  would  work  for  Montana. 

ITEM  3  Peer  States  Surveys 

•  Brian  Talbott  to  lead  the  discussion  with  peer  states  and  the  discussion  questions 
that  were  submitted  previous  to  the  conference 

•  Open  questions  from  members  of  the  Montana  Working  Group. 

DISCUSSION: 

What  about  current  fiscal  status  of  states  and  that  effect  on  the  ESD 

•  OR  and  NB  are  being  scrutinized  to  serve  larger  populations  because  of  $$.  NB 
ESD  are  created  by  legislature  and  they  can  take  it  away.  Basic  push  to  reduce 
administration  and  serve  larger  areas. 

•  IA  were  created  first  by  combining  Co.  Supt.  offices.  Likely  downsizing  from  12 
to  10  or  so. 

•  AZ  uses  Co.  Supt.  Changed  the  service  expectations  of  Co.  Supts.  and  placed 
more  responsibility  and  accountability  on  the  office  and  became  official  ESA's. 

•  OR  believes  that  20  ESD's  are  not  needed  but  when  analyzed  the  windshield  time 
required  to  downsize  the  admin  operation  because  of  geography 
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Discussion  of  what  other  structures  exist  that  were  consolidated  to  make  the  ESD  possible 

(Kirk  Miller) 

•  IA  eliminated  all  other  coops  to  centralize  services.  Co.  Supts.  were  encouraged  to 
join  together  to  become  more  efficient. 

•  AZ  would  like  more  services  in  metro  areas.  Movement  from  Co.  Supt.  to  ESA  is 
more  effective. 

•  NB  -  no  other  coops  or  Co.  Supts,  this  set  up  is  necessary  to  show  efficiency.  Loss 
of  Co.  Supt.  was  evolutionary  and  is  appeared  to  be  more  effective  as  an  ESA. 

How  are  the  finances  accounted  for  (Jules  Waber) 

•  AZ  -  write  all  warrants  and  filter  $$  though  Co.  Supt.  offices. 

•  OR  -  districts  do  their  own  business  services  -  lots  of  inequality. 

•  IA  -  no  connection  to  Co.  Treasurer  office.  Subsidize  operation  by  sales  and 
service  and  grants.  Largest  part  of  funding  is  federal  grants.  They  get  Fed  Part  B 
special  ed  $$.  No  taxing  authority.  Created  an  in-house  package  that  does  all  data 
warehousing  and  financial  operation.  Now  beginning  to  sell  all  the  packages 
throughout  the  state.  Business,  student  assessment. 

•  NB  used  to  have  a  central  based  system  but  lost  $$  because  of  the  admin  of  the 
centralized  services.  They  collect  taxes  (1.5  Cents  on  a  dollar).  Some  fee  or 
service.  Much  funding  from  federal  grants.  NCLB.  Cooperatives  are  the  name  of 
the  game. 

Concern  about  the  downsizing  of  the  structure  in  the  states  (Steve  Meloy) 

•  Answers  that  there  is  strong  need  to  show  the  legislature  the  efficiency  of  structure 
that  saves  $$  -  a  big  issue  for  MT 

Are  you  mandatory  for  membership  and  do  you  allow  services  outside  your  service  area? 

•  IA  -  legislatively  developed.  Don't  let  anyone  state  that  they  are  big  and  don't  need 
the  services. 

Governance  structure,  CEO  qualifications  based  on  what  criteria  (Jules  Waber) 

•  OR  -  It  is  a  Supt  and  requires  a  Supt  license. 

•  IA  -  Chief  administrator  can  allow  experienced  people  from  a  flexible  background. 

•  AZ  -  Need  a  regular  teaching  certificate.  Have  a  great  variety  of  experiences  out 
there. 

•  NB  -  Ed  Admin  and  Supervision  Certificate. 

Opinion  on  whether  it  is  a  good  idea  to  expand  coop  services  in  MT  to  be  bigger  (Ron 

Laferriere) 

•  OR  -  Resolution  to  develop  serv  ices  must  be  approved  by  2/3  of  the  boards  that  are 
members. 

•  IA  -  Good  idea  to  add  more  functions  to  the  cooperatives.  Call  them  whatever  you 
want  but  get  the  services  out  there.  Starting  over  is  likely  not  going  to  work.  Get 
to  point  B  doesn't  matter,  just  do  it. 

•  AZ  -  Developed  a  value  added  service.  Getting  $8  of  value  for  each  $1  invested. 
No  purchasing  coop,  but  buy  from  other  ESD. 

•  NB  -  Special,  professional  development,  and  technology  are  what  started  it.  The 
power  is  the  blending  of  these  to  provide  services.  Cost  per  student  study  who 
believe  that. 
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Governance  of  what  it  takes  to  offer  a  service  (Erik  Burke) 

•  OR  -  Resolutions  that  must  be  approved  by  2/3  vote.  Advisory  council  for  each 
service.  Must  be  approved  annually  by  the  local  boards  to  continue  service  - 
requires  support  of  districts  with  at  least  50%  of  the  students.  Power  structure  is 
the  8  local  supts.  Elected  board  reviews  the  issues  and  the  work  is  to  keep  the  Supt 
and  elected  board  on  the  same  page. 

•  IA  -  Monthly  elected  oversight  Advisory  board  from  the  districts.  Advisory 
committees  of  users  around  specific  areas  like  technology,  professional 
development. 

•  AZ  -  Advisory  groups  for  the  services  out  there.  Volunteer  supts.  who  are 
interested.  Monthly  meet  with  member  supts. 

•  OR  -  Legislature  requires  that  an  advisor  be  from  the  business  sector  and  private 
sector. 

•  NB  -  Little  bureaucracy.  1 1  member  advisory  council  who  develop  menu  of 
services.  Need  to  have  2/3  of  the  schools  with  over  50%  of  the  students  to  make 
decisions  or  changes.  15  member  board. 

Charter  Schools,  how  do  they  fit?  (Jules  Waber) 

•  AZ  -  Charter  schools  can  choose  to  participate,  but  most  don't.  Accommodation 
schools  are  operated  in  areas  when  no  one  wants  to  operate  the  school  based  on  the 
needs  of  the  area.  Expanded  to  homeless  schools,  and  alternative  schools,  and 
secure  care  schools  —  flexibility.  ESA  exec  operates  as  the  Board  for  the 
accommodation  schools. 

•  OR  -  Opted  out  of  legislation.  Only  way  they  serve  is  if  a  district  within  their 
members  establishes  a  charter  school. 

•  NB  -  Not  involved. 

•  IA  -  Private  and  parochial  schools  are  strong  but  don't  participate 

What  would  you  do  if  you  could  start  with  a  clean  slate 

•  OR  -  A  huge  amount  of  accountability.  Built  into  the  K-12  funding  system  of  the 
state  -  benefit. 

•  IA  -  Developed  a  data  system  to  tell  others  how  they  are  doing.  Start  with  those 
things  built  in.  Developed  an  accreditation  system  for  with  the  State  Agency  with 
core  standards  neutralizes  any  argument  that  some  are  doing  good  and  other  bad 
(legislature).  Develop  a  way  of  talking  about  how  the  value  effects  the  statewide 
system.  Funding  necessary.  Stand  for  something  -  equity,  efficiency  and  ??. 

•  AZ  -  Evolving.  Come  a  long  way  in  changing  the  attitudes  of  the  schools.  Biggest 
problem  isthe  funding  structure  -  would  like  to  see  that  the  ESA  is  looked  at  as 
serving  an  area  and  the  needs  in  that  area.  Have  gone  from  1  staff  to  12.  Be 
willing  to  pay  for  personnel  and  get  the  very  best  in  the  area  you  want  the  service  - 
right  qualifications. 

•  NB  -  Be  proactive.  Let  people  know  who  we  are  and  what  we  do.  Accountability 
and  a  united  front.  Need  a  sense  of  purpose  to  get  behind  -  core  ingredients  - 
special  ed,  training  and  technology.  Off  shoots  like  tech  software  development. 
School  districts  have  found  us  to  be  indispensable.  Have  to  be  seen  as  problem 
solvers.  Adept  at  taking  the  toughest  tasks  and  getting  solutions. 

Relationship  with  state  department  (Brian  Talbott) 
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OR  -  Currently  downsizing  SEA  in  OR.  ESA's  are  to  be  the  arms  and  legs  of 
implementing  NCLB  (Rod  Paige). 

NB  -  Arms  and  legs  of  the  SEA.  Work  with  a  State  Chief  that  is  an  innovator 
(Christiansen). 

AZ  -  Good  communication.  ESA  is  close  to  the  schools  and  the  SEA  realizes  this. 
This  is  movement  in  the  right  direction.  More  and  more  cooperation. 

IA  -  Relationships.  Elas  to  do  with  the  relationship  built  with  the  SEA  Chief. 
Connected  at  the  hip  through  statute. 
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Appendix  O 


Montana  Codes  Annotated 

Title  20,  Chapter  1,  Section  5,  American  Indian  Studies 


This  Title  is  the  codification  of  House  Bill  528,  passed  in  the  1999  Legislative  Session, 
which  was  an  Act  implementing  Article  X,  Section  1(2),  of  the  Montana  Constitution 
regarding  the  State  of  Montana ’s  Recognition  of  the  distinct  and  unique  cultural  heritage 
of  American  Indians  and  the  state’s  commitment  to  establish  educational  goals  that  will 
presence  the  cultural  integrity  of  American  Indians. 


20-1-501.  Recognition  of  American  Indian  cultural  heritage  --  legislative  intent.  (1)  It 

is  the  constitutionally  declared  policy  of  this  state  to  recognize  the  distinct  and  unique 
cultural  heritage  of  American  Indians  and  to  be  committed  in  its  educational  goals  to  the 
preservation  of  their  cultural  heritage. 

(2)  It  is  the  intent  of  the  legislature  that  in  accordance  with  Article  X,  section  1(2),  of 
the  Montana  constitution: 

(a)  every  Montanan,  whether  Indian  or  non- Indian,  be  encouraged  to  learn  about  the 
distinct  and  unique  heritage  of  American  Indians  in  a  culturally  responsive  manner;  and 

(b)  every  educational  agency  and  all  educational  personnel  will  work  cooperatively  with 
Montana  tribes  or  those  tribes  that  are  in  close  proximity,  when  providing  instruction  or 
when  implementing  an  educational  goal  or  adopting  a  rule  related  to  the  education  of  each 
Montana  citizen,  to  include  information  specific  to  the  cultural  heritage  and  contemporary 
contributions  of  American  Indians,  with  particular  emphasis  on  Montana  Indian  tribal 
groups  and  governments. 

(3)  It  is  also  the  intent  of  this  part,  predicated  on  the  belief  that  all  school  personnel 
should  have  an  understanding  and  awareness  of  Indian  tribes  to  help  them  relate  effectively 
with  Indian  students  and  parents,  that  educational  personnel  provide  means  by  which 
school  personnel  will  gain  an  understanding  of  and  appreciation  for  the  American  Indian 
people. 

History:  En.  Sec.  1.  Ch.  527,  L.  1999. 

20-1-502.  American  Indian  studies  --  definitions.  As  used  in  this  part,  the  following 
definitions  apply: 

(1)  "American  Indian  studies"  means  instruction  pertaining  to  the  history,  traditions, 
customs,  values,  beliefs,  ethics,  and  contemporary  affairs  of  American  Indians,  particularly 
Indian  tribal  groups  in  Montana. 

(2)  "Instruction"  means: 

(a)  a  formal  course  of  study  or  class,  developed  with  the  advice  and  assistance  of  Indian 
people,  that  is  offered  separately  or  that  is  integrated  into  existing  accreditation  standards 
by  a  unit  of  the  university  system  or  by  an  accredited  tribal  community  college  located  in 
Montana,  including  a  teacher  education  program  within  the  university  system  or  a  tribal 
community  college  located  in  Montana,  or  by  the  board  of  trustees  of  a  school  district; 

(b)  inservice  training  developed  by  the  superintendent  of  public  instruction  in 
cooperation  with  educators  of  Indian  descent  and  made  available  to  school  districts; 

(c)  inservice  training  provided  by  a  local  board  of  trustees  of  a  school  district,  which  is 
developed  and  conducted  in  cooperation  with  tribal  education  departments,  tribal 
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community  colleges,  or  other  recognized  Indian  education  resource  specialists;  or 

(d)  inservice  training  developed  by  professional  education  organizations  or  associations 
in  cooperation  with  educators  of  Indian  descent  and  made  available  to  all  certified  and 
classified  personnel. 

History:  En.  Sec.  2,  Ch.  527.  L.  1999. 

20-1-503.  Qualification  in  Indian  studies  —  trustees  and  noncertifled  personnel.  (1) 

The  board  of  trustees  for  an  elementary  or  secondary  public  school  district  may  require  that 
all  of  its  certified  personnel  satisfy  the  requirements  for  instruction  in  American  Indian 
studies.  Pursuant  to  Article  X,  section  8,  of  the  Montana  constitution,  this  requirement  may 
be  a  local  school  district  requirement  with  enforcement  and  administration  solely  the 
responsibility  of  the  local  board  of  trustees. 

(2)  Members  of  boards  of  trustees  and  all  noncertifled  personnel  in  public  school 
districts  are  encouraged  to  satisfy  the  requirements  for  instruction  in  American  Indian 
studies. 

History:  En.  Sec.  3.  Ch.  527,  L.  1999. 
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Appendix  P 


K-12  Renewal  Commission  -  Full  Day  Kindergarten 

Background  and  Proposal: 

At  the  January  12  Renewal  Commission  meeting  a  vote  was  taken  on  Full  Day 
Kindergarten.  At  that  time,  there  were  3  dissenting  votes  to  moving  forward  with  support. 
The  summary  of  the  meeting  stated:  “The  Commission  members  who  could  not  agree  with 
the  proposal  on  the  table  were  asked,  under  the  Commission  Ground  Rules,  to  work  on  a 
revised  proposal  for  consideration  of  the  members.” 

At  the  June  28  Renewal  Commission  meeting  another  vote  was  taken  in  support  of  the 
option  of  providing  statutory  and  budgetary  flexibility  so  school  districts  can  offer  full  day 
kindergarten  if  they  choose  to  do  so  and  receive  credit  for  a  full  ANB.  Again,  there  were 
dissenting  votes. 

The  key  element  of  the  dissenting  votes  appeared  to  be  financial  -  the  ability  of  the  State  to 
fund  Full  Day  Kindergarten.  There  was  also  some  question  over  the  available  research 
into  the  benefits  of  Full  Day  Kindergarten. 

A  summary  of  some  of  the  voluminous  research  into  full-day  kindergarten  is  presented 
below  to  try  to  address  some  of  the  reservations  expressed  at  the  Renewal  Commission. 
Consideration  should  be  given  to  an  investment  in  full-day  kindergarten  that  could  return 
as  much  as  seven  times  the  investment.  As  was  discussed  by  the  Renewal  Commission, 
some  Montana  school  districts  would  like  to  expand  their  kindergarten  offering  beyond  .5, 
but  face  barriers  (e.g.,  facilities)  to  do  so.  Therefore,  the  recommendation  below  suggests 
a  flexible  approach  -  between  .5  and  full-day  kindergarten  as  best  fitting  the  needs  of 
Montana  students.  Based  on  this  additional  information,  we  would  suggest  the  following 
language  for  consideration  by  the  Renewal  Commission: 

The  Montana  Legislature  should  strongly  consider  the  benefits  of  expanding 
kindergarten  services  to  improve  student  learning  and  achievement  and  should 
provide  the  statutory  and  budgetary  flexibility  to  school  districts  so  they  can  offer 
additional  kindergarten  services  for  all  students.  School  districts  should  receive  state 
funding  proportionate  to  the  level  of  service  they  provide  for  kindergarten  students 
ranging  from  half  time  to  full  time  programming. 

Economic  Benefits  of  Full  Day  Kindergarten: 


http://www.nwrel.Org/scpd/sirs/3/topsyn3.html 

This  link  describes  what  is  called  “perhaps  the  most  influential  study  of  the  positive  effects 
of  quality  early  education”  and  was  a  longitudinal  study.  The  summary  results  include: 

■  Significantly  higher  monthly  earnings  at  age  27: 
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o  29%  of  those  with  early  childhood  education  opportunities  earning  $2,000 
or  more  per  month  vs.  7%  of  those  without  access  to  early  childhood 
education. 

■  Significantly  higher  percentages  of  home  ownership: 

o  36%  of  those  with  early  childhood  education  opportunities  owning  a  home 
vs.  13  %  of  those  without  access  to  early  childhood  education. 

■  A  significantly  higher  level  of  schooling  completed: 

o  71%  of  those  with  early  childhood  education  opportunities  completing  high 
school  or  higher  vs.  54%  of  those  without  access  to  early  childhood 
education. 

■  A  significantly  lower  percentage  receiving  social  services: 

o  59%  of  those  with  early  childhood  education  receiving  services  at  some 
time  in  the  previous  1 0  years  vs.  80%  of  those  without  access  to  early 
childhood  education. 

■  Significantly  fewer  arrests  by  age  27: 

o  7%  of  those  with  early  childhood  education  opportunities  having  five 
arrests  or  more  vs.  35%  of  those  without  access  to  early  childhood 
education.  7%  of  those  with  early  childhood  opportunities  having  arrests 
for  crimes  of  drug  making  or  dealing  vs.  25%  of  those  without  early 
childhood  opportunities. 

There  were  also  a  number  of  educational  benefits  listed  from  the  study: 

■  Average  or  better  literacy  rates  at  age  19: 

o  61%  of  those  with  early  childhood  education  opportunities  vs.  36%  of 
those  without  early  childhood  opportunities. 

■  Higher  school  achievement  test  results  -  9th  percentile  +: 

o  49%  of  those  with  early  childhood  education  opportunities  vs.  1 5%  of  those 
without  early  childhood  education  opportunities. 

■  90  or  higher  IQ  at  age  5: 

o  64%  of  those  with  early  childhood  education  opportunities  vs.  27%  of 
those  without  early  childhood  education  opportunities. 

■  Less  participation  in  programs  for  educable  mental  impairment: 

o  15%  of  those  with  early  childhood  education  opportunities  vs.  34%  of 
those  without  early  childhood  education  opportunities. 

■  Significantly  higher  report  of  homework  completed  at  age  15: 

o  68%  of  those  with  early  childhood  education  opportunities  vs.  40%  of 
those  without  early  childhood  education  opportunities. 

The  findings  of  this  study  are  viewed  as  important  because  of  the  length  of  the  study 
period  and  because  it  reflects  the  benefits  to  adults  and  society  in  economic  terms.  The 
most  dramatic  revelation  of  this  study  is  the  attempt  to  quantify  the  value  realized  for  the 
cost  of  the  program.  “Over  the  lifetime  of  the  participants  (through  age  27),  the  preschool 
program  returns  to  the  public  an  estimated  $7.16  for  every  dollar  invested.” 

hi  a  summary  of  Benefits  of  Full-day  Kindergarten  (June  2004)  from  the  Children’s  Action 
Alliance,  researchers  in  a  Philadelphia  study  of  3rd  and  4th  graders  who  had  attended  full- 
day  kindergarten,  calculated  a  savings  of  $2  million  for  every  1,000  kindergarteners  in 
improved  retention  rates 
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http://www.ksbe.state.ks.us/pre/full  day  kindergarten.html 


The  link  above  provides  recent  research  on  All-Day  Kindergarten,  citing  a  number  of 
different  studies.  This  report  states  that  in  1988,  about  23  percent  of  kindergarteners 
attended  full-day  K.  In  1993,  55  percent  of  kindergarteners  were  in  full-day  programs. 

Conclusions  from  this  report  are: 

“Research  shows  that  most  full-day  kindergarten  students  demonstrate  somewhat  higher 
academic  and  social  achievement  than  half-day  kindergarten  students;  however,  the  higher 
academic  achievement  seems  to  diminish  somewhat  over  time.  Full-day  kindergarten 
programs  that  are  appropriate  for  kindergarten  age  children  have  been  found  to  provide 
cognitive,  social,  physical,  and  emotional  benefits  for  children.  The  majority  of  teachers 
and  parents  of  kindergarten  children  favor  full-day  programs.  Now  that  half  of  the  nation's 
kindergartners  are  in  full-day  programs,  research  should  be  able  to  show  which  children 
benefit  the  most  and  if  the  benefits  last  throughout  a  student’s  school  career.” 
http://www.kidsource.eom/kidsource/content3/full.dav.kmder.p.kl2.3.html 

What  Does  the  Research  Show? 

Research  studies  confirm  that  attendance  in  full-day  kindergarten  results  in  academic  and 
social  benefits  for  students,  at  least  in  the  primary  grades.  Early  studies  seemed  to  offer 
little  reliable  evidence  one  way  or  the  other  because  they  used  small  samples  or  unique 
populations,  failed  to  use  rigorous  standards,  or  concentrated  almost  exclusively  on 
academic  outcomes  (as  opposed  to  children's  attitudes  toward  school,  for  example). 

Some  researchers  have  found  a  broad  range  of  effects,  including  a  positive  relationship 
between  participation  in  full-day  kindergarten  and  later  school  performance.  After 
comparing  similar  half-day  and  full-day  programs  in  a  statewide  longitudinal  study,  Cryan 
and  others  (1992)  found  that  full-day  kindergartners  exhibited  more  independent  learning, 
classroom  involvement,  productivity  in  work  with  peers,  and  reflectiveness  than  half-day 
kindergartners.  They  were  also  more  likely  to  approach  the  teacher,  and  they  expressed 
less  withdrawal,  anger,  shyness,  and  blaming  behavior  than  half-day  kindergartners.  In 
general,  children  in  full-day  programs  exhibited  more  positive  behaviors  than  did  pupils  in 
half-day  or  alternate  day  programs.  Similar  results  have  been  found  in  other  studies  as 
well. 

http://www.ericfacilitv.net/ericdiuests/ed453982.html 

Recent  Research  on  All-Day  Kindergarten.  ERIC  Digest. 

THIS  DIGEST  WAS  CREATED  BY  ERIC,  THE  EDUCATIONAL  RESOURCES 
INFORMATION  CENTER.  FOR  MORE  INFORMATION  ABOUT  ERIC,  CONTACT 
ACCESS  ERIC  1 -800-LET-ERIC 

In  the  fall  of  1998,  of  the  4  million  children  attending  kindergarten  in  the  United  States, 
55%  were  in  all-day  programs  and  45%  were  in  part-day  programs  (West,  Denton,  & 
Germino-Hausken,  2000,  p.  v).  The  growing  number  of  all-day  programs  is  the  result  of  a 
number  of  factors,  including  the  greater  numbers  of  single-parent  and  dual-income  families 
in  the  workforce  who  need  all-day  programming  for  their  young  children,  as  well  as  the 
belief  by  some  that  all-day  programs  better  prepare  children  for  school. 
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Research  during  the  1970s  and  1980s  on  the  effects  of  all-day  kindergarten  yielded  mixed 
results,  hi  a  review  of  research  on  all-day  kindergarten,  Puleo  (1988)  suggested  that  much 
of  the  early  research  employed  inadequate  methodological  standards  that  resulted  in 
serious  problems  with  internal  and  external  validity;  consequently,  the  results  were 
conflicting  and  inconclusive.  Studies  conducted  in  the  1990s  also  produced  mixed  results; 
however,  some  important  trends  appeared.  This  Digest  discusses  the  academic,  social,  and 
behavioral  effects  of  all-day  kindergarten,  as  well  as  parents'  and  teachers'  attitudes  and  the 
curriculum  in  all-day  kindergarten  classes. 

ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT 

Despite  the  generally  mixed  results  concerning  the  effect  of  all-day  kindergarten  on 
academic  achievement  in  the  1970s  and  1980s,  consistent  findings  appeared  concerning  the 
positive  effect  on  academic  achievement  for  children  identified  as  being  at  risk  (Housden 
&  Kam,  1992;  Karvveit,  1992;  Puleo,  1988).  Research  reported  in  the  1990s  shows  more 
consistent  positive  academic  outcomes  for  all  children  enrolled  in  all-day  kindergarten 
(Cryan,  Sheehan,  Wiechel,  &  Bandy-Hedden,  1992;  Elicker  &  Mathur,  1997;  Fusaro, 

1997;  Hough  &  Bryde,  1996;  Koopmans,  1991).  Cryan  et  al.  (1992)  conducted  a  two- 
phase  study  that  examined  the  effects  of  half-day  and  all-day  kindergarten  programs  on 
children's  academic  and  behavioral  success  in  school.  In  the  first  phase  of  the  study,  data 
were  collected  on  8,290  children  from  27  school  districts;  the  second  phase  included  nearly 
6,000  children.  The  researchers  found  that  participation  in  all-day  kindergarten  was  related 
positively  to  subsequent  school  performance.  Children  who  attended  all-day  kindergarten 
scored  higher  on  standardized  tests,  had  fewer  grade  retention's,  and  had  fewer  Chapter  1 
placements. 

Hough  and  Bryde  (1996)  looked  at  student  achievement  data  for  51 1  children  enrolled  in 
half-day  and  all-day  kindergarten  programs  in  25  classrooms.  Children  in  the  all-day 
programs  scored  higher  on  the  achievement  test  than  those  in  half-day  programs  on  every 
item  tested. 

In  a  study  of  the  effectiveness  of  all-day  kindergarten  for  the  Newark,  New  Jersey,  Board 
of  Education,  Koopmans  (1991)  looked  at  two  cohorts  of  students:  one  in  its  third  year  of 
elementary  school  and  the  other  in  its  second  year.  There  were  no  significant  differences  in 
reading  comprehension  and  math  scores  on  the  California  Test  of  Basic  Skills  (CTBS)  for 
the  first  cohort;  however,  both  reading  comprehension  and  math  scores  were  higher  for 
students  in  the  second  cohort  who  had  attended  all-day  kindergarten. 

Elicker  and  Mathur  (1997)  also  found  slightly  greater  academic  progress  in  kindergarten 
and  higher  levels  of  first-grade  readiness  for  children  in  an  all-day  kindergarten  program. 
Teachers  reported  significantly  greater  progress  for  all-day  kindergarten  children  in 
literacy,  math,  and  general  learning  skills. 

Finally,  in  a  meta-analysis  of  23  studies  on  all-day  kindergarten,  Fusaro  (1997)  concluded 
that  children  who  had  attended  all-day  kindergarten  achieved  at  a  higher  level  than 
children  in  half-day  kindergarten  programs.  According  to  Fusaro,  all-day  kindergarten 
accounted  for  approximately  60%  of  the  variance  in  outcome  measures. 

SOCIAL  AND  BEHAVIORAL  EFFECTS 

Most  studies  on  all-day  kindergarten  have  focused  on  academic  achievement;  however, 
some  researchers  have  also  examined  social  and  behavioral  effects.  Cryan  et  al.  (1992) 
asked  teachers  to  rate  half-day  and  all-day  kindergarten  children  on  14  dimensions  of 
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classroom  behavior.  According  to  researchers,  a  clear  relationship  emerged  between  the 
kindergarten  schedule  and  children's  behavior.  Teachers  rated  children  in  all-day 
kindergarten  programs  higher  on  9  of  the  14  dimensions;  there  were  no  significant 
differences  on  the  other  5  dimensions.  Other  researchers  who  have  studied  social  and 
behavioral  outcomes  found  that  children  in  all-day  kindergarten  programs  were  engaged  in 
more  child-to-child  interactions  (Hough  &  Bryde,  1996)  and  that  they  made  significantly 
greater  progress  in  learning  social  skills  (Elicker  &  Mathur,  1997). 
http://www.nwrel.org/cfc/newsletters/vol2  is2.asp 

Overviews 

This  ERIC  document,  Frequently  Asked  Questions  about  Full-Day  Kindergarten,  provides  an 
excellent  overview  of  the  issues.  It  includes  information  on  scheduling  the  day, 
characteristics  of  effective  programs,  and  the  prevalence  of  full-day  Kindergarten. 
ericeece.orq/faq/fulldav.html#common 

Research 

This  article  from  the  April  17,  2002  issue  of  Education  Week,  highlights  a  longitudinal  study 
of  17,600  children  in  Philadelphia  showing  a  variety  of  benefits  of  full-day  Kindergarten 
lasting  into  4th  grade.  Among  them  are  less  grade  retention  and  better  attendance. 
www.edweek.com/ew/newstorv.cfm7sluq  =  3  lkinder.h21 

ERIC  Digest  (2001)  on  Full-Day  Kindergarten  by  Patricia  Clark.  It  includes  findings  related 
to  academic  achievement,  social  and  behavioral  skills  of  children,  attitudes  of  teachers  and 
parents,  and  curriculum. 
ericeece.org/pubs/diQests/2001/clark01.html 

This  2001  legislative  policy  brief  from  the  Indiana  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction 
includes  a  brief  overview  of  research  on  the  positive  effects  of  full-day  Kindergarten 
ideanet.doe.state.in.us/legwatch/200 1703.html 

A  Longitudinal  Study  of  the  Consequences  of  Full-Day  Kindergarten  through  Grade  Eight. 
Completed  in  1988  in  Evansville-Vanderburgh  Schools,  Indiana,  this  summary  report  found 
many  benefits  of  full-day  Kindergarten  lasting  into  middle  school  as  compared  to  children 
who  attended  half-day  Kindergarten.  These  benefits  included  higher  report  card  grades  and 
higher  reading  achievement  scores. 

www.evsc.kl2.in.us/evscinfo/kinderqarten/stdvl988.html 

Is  Full-Day  Kindergarten  More  Stressful  on  Children?  Here  is  a  summary  of  findings  from  a 
1997  study  by  James  Elicker  of  Purdue  in  which  he  found  that  a  full-day  developmental^ 
appropriate  kindergarten  reduces  stress  on  children  compared  to  half-day  programs.  He 
also  found  greater  parent  satisfaction.  The  full  report  can  be  found  in  the  Early  Childhood 
Research  Quarterly,  Vol.12  No. 4,  459-80,  1997. 
www.purdue.edu/UNS/html4ever/9711.Elicker.kinderqarten.html 

Effects  Of  All-  Day,  And  Half-Day  Kindergarten  Programming  On  Reading,  Writing,  Math, 

And  Classroom  Social  Behaviors  by  Charlene  Hildebrand,  University  of  Nebraska-Kearney. 
This  study  found  significantly  better  reading  scores  (but  not  math  or  writing)  for  children 
who  attend  full-day  Kindergarten  as  compared  to  half-day  or  alternate  day  Kindergarten. 
However  children  in  half-day  Kindergartens  did  better  on  measures  of  classroom  behaviors 
that  facilitate  learning  and  had  fewer  negative  behaviors. 
www.nationalforum.com/HILDEaerl0e3.html 


The  Public  Policy  Perspective 

Learning  to  Learn:  Full-day  Kindergarten  for  At-risk  Kids.  This  policy  briefing  from 
perspective  of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  has  clear  implications  for  all  states,  as  the  needs 
and  challenges  are  similar. 
www.papartnerships.org/fulldavkind.html 

The  estimated  cost  of  full-day  Kindergarten  for  the  Cleveland  School  District  is  described. 
It  is  included  in  a  publication  from  the  American  Federation  of  Teachers  on  the  voucher 
program  in  that  city  and  show  the  relative  cost  per  child  of  vouchers  versus  full-day 
Kindergarten. 

www.aft.org/research/reports/clev/apdxd.htm 
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"Why  We  Need  Rigorous,  Full-Day  Kindergarten",  an  essay  by  Jerry  D.  Weast, 
Superintendent  of  Montgomery  County,  MD  Schools,  from  the  May  2001  issue  of  Principal 
Magazine. 

www.naesD.org/comm/D0501a.htm 


The  Nitty-Gritty 

An  experienced  teacher  shares  two  detailed  full-day  schedules  including  hot  links  to  more 
information  about  her  curricular  approaches.  There  is  also  a  link  to  information  about 
classroom  management. 

www.qeocities.com/Athens/Aeqean/2221/fdk.html 

This  is  a  detailed  description  of  the  full-day  Kindergarten  program  in  Florence  County, 
South  Carolina  (which  they  call  extended-day).  It  included  information  on  the  community 
context,  funding  sources,  organizational  structure,  hours,  schedule,  curriculum,  and  more. 
www.ed.qov/pubs/Extendinq/vol2/Drof4.html 


Support  and  Resources 

The  National  All-Day  Kindergarten  Network  is  an  association  of  early  childhood  educators 
started  in  1987.  It  serves  to  guide  policy  and  provide  access  to  expertise  and  materials.  It 
includes  many  links  to  web  sites  created  by  Kindergarten  teachers 

www.siue.edu/~snall/kdtn/ 

And  finally,  a  study  from  the  Pennsylvania  Partnerships  for  Children  provides  the 
perspective  of  one  state  on  full-day  K. 

http://www.papartnerships.org/resources  kindergarten. asp 

The  greatest  impact:  Full-day  kindergarten  and  vulnerable  children 

Full-day  kindergarten  works  best  for  kids  who  need  it  most  -  children  at  risk  of  later-life  failure  because  of 
detrimental  circumstances  in  their  homes,  communities,  and  schools.  Implemented  properly,  it's  a  booster 
seat  for  learning,  giving  low-income  children  a  chance  to  match  the  educational  achievements  of  their 
more  affluent  peers,  who  usually  receive  quality  early  care  and  preschool  experiences.  It  can  position  them 
for  school  success  from  the  beginning,  averting  the  educational  frustrations  that  compound  year  after  year 
and  add  up  to  long-term  school  failure.  Full-day  kindergarten  can  be  the  last  step  in  a  child's  school 
readiness.  In  Pennsylvania,  however,  it  is  a  missing  step  for  seven  out  of  every  10  children.  Full-day 
kindergarten  gets  no  additional  state  funding,  so  school  officials  on  tight  budgets  often  relegate  it  to  a  wish 
list.  "We'd  be  the  first  to  sign  up,"  said  one  educator  when  asked  whether  the  state  should  increase  funding. 
Half  of  all  American  kindergartners  go  to  school  all  day,  but  in  Pennsylvania,  only  three  in  10  kindergartners 
are  enrolled  full-day.  And  about  44  percent  of  the  state's  full-day  kindergartners  live  in  just  one  school 
district  -  Philadelphia.  Why  should  we  care?  There  are  the  physiological  reasons  -  the  early  childhood 
development  research  proving  that  stimulating  activities  help  a  young  brain  build  the  neural  connectors 
that  will  carry  learning  and  independent  thought.  There  are  the  educational  reasons  -  the  first-grade 
teachers  who  see  first-hand  the  difference  that  full-day  kindergarten  made  in  their  students'  school 
readiness.  And  there  are  the  economic  reasons  -  the  need  to  keep  Pennsylvania  a  leader  in  a  global 
economy.  Nationwide,  15  states  require  that  all  students  be  offered  full-day  kindergarten.  Combining  full- 
day  kindergarten  with  other  educational  innovations,  these  states  may  be  in  a  stronger  economic  position 
than  Pennsylvania  because  their  future  workforce  will  be  school-ready  and  prepared  for  the  years  of 
learning  to  follow.  Full-day  kindergarten  programs,  especially  for  low-income  children  in  communities  with 
high  concentrations  of  poverty,  can  provide  both  immediate  and  long-term  benefits.  In  full-day  programs, 
teachers  have  more  time  for  both  formal  and  informal  instruction  and  can  provide  children  with  more 
individualized  attention  and  reinforcement  for  positive  behavior.  School  officials  also  have  more 
opportunities  to  spot  learning  and  behavioral  problems  and  address  them  promptly  when  kindergartners 
attend  school  all  day.  In  addition,  full-day  kindergarten  results  in  fewer  disruptions  and  transitions  in  a 
child's  life.  All  of  these  factors  contribute  to  the  fact  that  full-day  kindergartners  are  more  creative  and 
cooperative,  more  involved  in  classroom  work  with  other  children,  and  learn  and  think  more  independently 
than  their  peers  in  half-day  programs.  Finally,  and  of  particular  importance  for  low-income  children,  the 
longer  school  day  provides  increased  opportunities  for  good  nutrition.  These  are  important  factors,  but  if 
full-day  kindergarten  is  considered  as  a  public  investment  strategy,  it  must  pay  benefits  in  children's  future 
academic  success,  too.  An  Ohio  study  of  the  effects  of  full-day  kindergarten  showed  full-day  kindergartners 
scored  higher  on  first  grade  reading  readiness  tests,  reading  tests  in  the  early  elementary  grades,  and 
achievement  tests  administered  in  third,  fifth,  and  seventh  grades.  Full-day  kindergartners  receive  better 
report  cards,  experience  fewer  grade  retentions,  require  less  remedial  instruction,  and  receive  fewer 
special  education  placements  than  their  peers  who  attend  half-day  programs.  These  effects  seem  most 
dramatic  for  children  from  low-income  or  educationally  disadvantaged  families.  The  Philadelphia  School 
District  made  full-day  kindergarten  available  to  all  children  in  racially  isolated  and  high-poverty  schools  in 
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September  1995.  By  the  time  these  children  were  in  third  grade,  the  district's  tests  for  reading,  science, 
and  math  all  showed  significant  increases  over  the  previous  year.  Reading  score  increases  were  most 
pronounced  for  African-American  students,  and  math  and  science  increases  were  most  pronounced  for 
African-American  and  Latino  students.  Children  in  families  receiving  TANF  did  even  better  than  the 
districtwide  gains  in  reading  and  math  and  showed  equal  gains  in  science.  Full-day  kindergarten  is  a  tool 
schools  can  use  to  level  the  academic  disparities  among  students  entering  first  grade.  "I've  seen  kids  in  the 
system,  5  or  6  years  old,  who  can  read,  and  some  who  can't  tell  red  is  red  and  blue  is  blue,"  said  one 
Pennsylvania  school  board  president.  Through  full-day  kindergarten,  districts  can  help  more  children 
approach  the  skill  levels  needed  for  initial  academic  success.  Citizens  statewide  back  full-day  kindergarten. 
In  a  1998  poll,  74  percent  of  Pennsylvanians  said  that  all  families  should  have  the  full-day  kindergarten 
option,  and  65  percent  support  state  funding  to  help  its  local  implementation. 

The  Pennsylvania  picture 

Most  Pennsylvania  schools  don't  offer  full-day  kindergarten.  In  1999-2000,  314  of  the  state's  501  school 
districts  did  not  have  full-day  kindergarten  at  all.  In  the  remaining  187  districts,  full-day  kindergarten  is: 

•  Universal:  Offered  to  all  kindergartners  (87  districts). 

•  A  major  educational  program  offered  to  between  50  percent  and  99  percent  of  kindergartners  (17 
districts). 

•  A  significant  educational  program  offered  to  between  10  percent  and  49  percent  of  kindergartners 
(41  districts). 

•  A  minor  educational  program  offered  to  fewer  than  10  percent  of  kindergartners  (42  districts). The 
187  districts  that  offer  full-day  kindergarten  are  diverse  and  geographically  scattered  across  55  of 
Pennsylvania's  67  counties.  They  include  very  poor  and  very  wealthy  districts,  very  small  and  very 
large  districts.  Some  districts  that  are  urban,  some  that  are  rural,  and  some  that  are  suburban, 
offer  full-day  programs. In  addition,  all  20  of  the  state's  charter  schools  that  included  kindergarten 
in  1999-2000  provided  full-day  programs  to  100  percent  of  their  kindergartners. Making 
ProgressPennsylvania  Partnerships  for  Children  has  been  tracking  full-day  kindergarten  in  recent 
years,  raising  awareness  of  the  value  of  full-day  programs,  especially  for  at-risk  youngsters,  and 
developing  policy  recommendations  to  encourage  more  districts  to  offer  full-day  programs. There 
have  been  some  encouraging  trends  between  1996-1997  and  1999-2000: 

o  187  districts  (37  percent)  offered  full-day  kindergarten  in  1999-2000,  compared  to  154 
districts  (31  percent)  in  1996-1997. 

o  87  districts  (17  percent)  offered  universal  full-day  kindergarten  in  1999-2000,  compared 
to  75  districts  (15  percent)  in  1999-2000. 

o  Almost  36,000  children  attended  full-day  kindergarten  in  1999-2000,  compared  to  almost 
33,000  in  1996-1997. 

o  29.3  percent  of  kindergartners  attended  full-day  programs  in  1999-2000,  up  from  24.7 
percent  in  1996-1 997. These  encouraging  trends  are  even  more  pronounced  in  districts 
with  high  concentrations  of  low-income  children  -  those  65  districts  where  at  least  one- 
third  of  students  are  eligible  for  free  lunch: 

o  63  percent  of  low-income  districts  offered  full  day  kindergarten  in  1999-2000,  compared 
to  37  percent  among  all  Pennsylvania  districts, 
o  32  percent  of  low-income  districts  offered  universal  full-day  kindergarten  in  1999-2000, 
compared  to  17  percent  statewide. 

o  68.5  percent  of  kindergartners  in  low-income  districts  and  charter  schools  attended  full- 
day  programs,  compared  to  29.3  percent  of  kindergartners  statewide.  Still,  the  outlook 
for  many  at-risk  children  remains  bleak.  In  27  of  the  65  highest  poverty  districts,  fewer 
than  10  percent  of  kindergartners  receive  the  school-readiness  advantages  of  full-day 
programs. 

The  obstacles  to  full-day  kindergarten 

So  far,  two  obstacles  have  blocked  further  implementation  of  full-day  kindergarten  in  Pennsylvania  schools: 
money  and  attitudes.  The  major  obstacle  is  money.  Because  Pennsylvania's  school  subsidy  system  has  not 
recognized  enrollment  as  a  significant  factor  in  generating  additional  state  funds  for  many  years,  except  for 
some  recent  and  modest  supplemental  payments,  many  school  districts  cannot  afford  to  double  their 
kindergarten  enrollments  by  shifting  from  half-day  to  full-day.  The  costs  of  doing  so  will  include  additional 
teachers  and  materials,  and,  in  many  communities,  additional  space.  Under  the  current  state  subsidy 
system,  most  districts  would  need  to  bear  100  percent  of  these  additional  costs  with  local  revenues.  The 
median  instructional  expense  per  pupil  for  all  districts  in  1998-1999  (the  latest  year  of  actual  data)  was 
$5,216,  so  adding  half  a  day  of  school  would  cost  an  average  of  $2,608  per  student.  As  school  districts 
struggle  with  increasing  financial  pressures  -  rising  special  education  costs,  falling  state  share  of 
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reimbursements,  stagnant  tax  bases,  citizen  resistance  to  property  tax  hikes  -  their  program  options  are 
constrained.  Districts  that  offer  full-day  kindergarten  must  find  the  money  in  their  budgets,  even  if  it 
means  sacrificing  other  worthwhile  programs.  With  additional  funding,  schools  could  tackle  the  costs  of 
space  and  staffing  -  full-day  kindergarten's  biggest  expenses.  Hiring  an  entry-level  teacher  to  transform  two 
half-day  classes  into  two  full-day  would  cost  districts  about  $40,000  in  additional  salary  and  benefits,  and 
the  cost  rises  significantly  with  a  teacher's  years  of  experience.  Renting  and  equipping  modular  space  to 
accommodate  each  new  class  would  cost  $10,000  or  more  annually,  while  new  building  construction  runs 
$200,000  or  more  per  classroom.  In  some  districts,  administrators  and  school  boards  have  used  a 
transformation  to  full-day  kindergarten  as  a  selling  point  in  gaining  community  support  for  elementary 
school  renovations  and  expansions.  In  others,  the  baby  boomlet  that  has  increased  enrollments  in  recent 
years  is  beginning  to  move  into  the  middle  and  high  schools,  which  might  make  additional  elementary 
school  space  available  for  full-day  kindergarten.  The  other  primary  obstacle  to  widely  available  full-day 
kindergarten  is  attitudinal.  Some  school  district  officials  have  expressed  their  own  reservations  or  repeated 
objections  they'd  heard:  that  5-year-olds  tire  too  easily  for  full-day  programs,  that  they  should  be  at  home 
with  family  at  this  young  age,  that  parents  will  simply  view  full-day  kindergarten  as  free  child  care. 
However,  studies  show  that  fatigue  is  generally  not  a  factor  in  full-day  programs,  and  most  kindergarten- 
age  children  no  longer  need  daytime  naps.  Educators  experienced  in  administering  full-day  kindergarten 
programs  report  that  concerns  about  children's  endurance  usually  fade  when  programs  are  in  place. 
Objections  dissipate,  they  say,  when  parents  see  their  children  enjoying  school,  eating  a  nutritious  lunch, 
getting  any  rest  they  might  need  during  the  day,  and  grasping  new  reading  and  math  concepts.  A  couple  of 
districts  that  began  operating  full-day  kindergarten  in  the  past  two  years  initially  offered  parents  a  choice 
of  half-day  or  full-day  programs,  and  virtually  all  parents  selected  the  latter. 

Recommendation:  State  incentives 

In  poverty-stricken  areas,  the  risk  factors  that  dampen  a  child's  learning  potential  also  contribute  to 
schools'  higher  costs  for  remedial  and  special  education,  health  care,  and  security.  Full-day  kindergarten  is 
proven  to  minimize  a  child's  risk  factors  and  overcome  obstacles  to  learning,  but  it  requires  a  substantial 
financial  commitment  that  many  districts  cannot  afford.  In  low-wealth  districts  where  revenue  pressures 
are  strongest  and  the  educational  need  is  greatest,  state  assistance  can  be  the  catalyst  for  offering  a 
beneficial  program.  To  extend  full-day  kindergarten  to  more  at-risk  kids,  Pennsylvania  Partnerships  for 
Children  recommends  a  state  incentive  subsidy  to  school  districts  and  charter  schools  with  high 
concentrations  of  low-income  students.  This  should  be  a  permanent  feature  of  the  state  subsidy  system  to 
encourage  school  districts  and  charter  schools  with  high  concentrations  of  low-income  students  to  offer  or 
maintain  full-day  kindergarten  programs.  These  grants  would  ease  some  of  the  cost  concerns  that  continue 
to  separate  at-risk  children  from  the  benefits  of  full-day  kindergarten,  and  would  also  help  ease  the 
financial  burden  for  school  districts  that  have  implemented  full-day  kindergarten  at  the  expense  of  other 
priorities.  The  following  districts  and  charter  schools  would  be  eligible: 


•  During  the  first  three  years,  the  program  would  be  open  to  districts  where  at  least  one-third  of 
students  are  eligible  for  free  lunch.  This  covers  65  districts  and  five  charter  schools  with  a  total 
kindergarten  population  of  34,871  students. 

•  Beginning  in  the  fourth  year,  eligibility  would  expand  to  include  districts  in  which  at  least  one- 
quarter  of  students  are  eligible  for  free  lunches  -  adding  64  more  districts  with  a  combined 
kindergarten  population  of  9,290  students.  How  would  such  a  subsidy  be  calculated? 

•  For  each  full-day  kindergarten  student,  an  eligible  district  would  receive  its  per-pupil  instructional 
costs  divided  by  2  (accounting  for  one-half  day  of  additional  instruction)  and  multiplied  by  the 
district’s  aid  ratio,  as  a  measure  of  the  district's  wealth  and  a  way  to  give  poorer  districts  a  larger 
share. 

•  In  year  1 ,  the  per-pupil  amount  would  be  capped  at  $1 ,000  for  students  currently  in  full-day 
programs.  In  year  2,  it  would  be  capped  at  $1,500.  In  year  3,  it  would  be  capped  at  $2,000.  In  year 
4,  the  cap  would  be  eliminated 

•  The  same  phase-in  would  apply  for  the  first  four  years  the  subsidy  applies  to  districts  with  25 
percent  to  33  percent  of  students  free-lunch  eligible.  This  state  subsidy  is  designed  to  help 
districts  and  charter  schools  offer  full-day  kindergarten.  It  would  not  cover  the  full  costs  of  the 
program,  so  local  dollars  still  would  be  required.  And  in  districts  that  do  not  have  the  space,  even 
this  subsidy  may  keep  them  from  offering  full-day  programs  unless  they  can  be  creative  about 
renting  classroom  space. 

A  piece  of  the  school-readiness  puzzle 


"Many  students  come  into  kindergarten  without  the  readiness  skills  needed  to  be  successful,"  said  one 
Pennsylvania  full-day  kindergarten  teacher.  "Full-day  kindergarten  gives  teachers  the  time  to  do  what  is 
needed  with  each  child  to  ensure  success." 
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That  extra  time  for  student-teacher  interaction  can  give  disadvantaged  children  the  school-readiness  skills 
that  their  better-off  peerslearned  in  preschool  and  from  their  parents.  Pennsylvania  must  join  the  states 
that  see  a  lifetime  benefit  from  full-day  kindergarten  for  at-risk  children.  It  is  not  the  entire  answer  to 
academic  underachievement,  but  it  can  be  a  key  piece  of  the  puzzle.  With  full-day  kindergarten  behind 
them,  children  can  enter  school  ready  to  absorb  the  maximum  educational  benefits  that  the  next  12  years 
will  offer. 

Or  as  another  full-day  kindergarten  teacher  said  in  praise  of  her  program,  "all  students  receive  more  time 
for  educational  purposes,  not  just  those  in  a  good  day  care." 


Compiled  by  the  Montana  School  Board  Association  (MTSBA) 
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